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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE Is a very singular provision in clause 24 of the London 
Government Bill now before Parliament. It is proposed that 
‘the council of any metropolitan borough may appear before any 
court or in any legal proceedings by the town clerk, or by any officer 
or member authorized generally or in respect of any special proceeding 
by resolution of the council, and the town clerk, or any officer or 
member so authorized, may institute and carry on and conduct any 
proceeding which the borough council are authorized to institute 
or carry on.” Surely the Incorporated Law Society will have 
something to say as to the suprernse before the High Court, 
Court of Appeal, or House of Lords, of a lay councillor of a 
London borough council to represent his body in any legal 
proceedings, and to institute and carry on such proceedings. 





THE RESOLUTION which was passed unanimously by the meeting 
of the Incorporated Law Society last week, at the instance of Mr. 
Moyron, contains the germ of a useful reform in county court 

ractice. The proposal is that arrangements should be made 
or the issue of Metropolitan county court process at the 
Centrai Office of the High Court, as well as at the county 
courts. The convenience of such an arrangement to solicitors 
is obvious, and there does not seem to be any sufficient 
reason why it should not be carried into effect. At all events, 
it is to be hoped that the authorities will make a serious effort 
to see whether the reform cannot be accomplished. Some years 
ago it was rumoured that, owing to the large and increasing 
number of remitted actions disposed of in the Metropolitan county 
courts, arrangements would be made for their trial either at or 
near the Law Courts. Nothing, however, has yet been accom- 
was in this direction, and probably nothing will ever be 
one unless strong pressure is exercised by public and professional 
opinion. 





In THE casE of Reg. v. Glamorganshire County Council, on 
Tuesday last, a Divisional Court (Dartine and Onannett, JJ.) 
decided that county funds are not chargeable with expenses 
incurred by magistrates in providing for the maintenance and 
accommodation of soldiers called in in aid of the civil power in 
times of apprehended riot or disturbance. This decision, it is. 
needless to state, is one of great jay interest and far-reaching 
importance; but in view of the fact that the case will probably 
go further, it is not at present to discuss it at large. 
It may be worthy of note, however, that in a very analogous 
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case—that of the Lancashire Liots (reported on'y in the 
Times of the 2ist of February, 1879)—Lord Chief Justice 
Cooxsurn and Mr. Justice Metior rejected the argument 
which was successful in the Glamorganshire case — viz., 
that the soldiers were acting in such circumstances as a 
military force, and that the Secretary of State was liable for 
their maintenance and accommodation—and adopted the broader, 
and, as it seems to us, more equitable, principle that, as the 
expenses were incurred in order to protect life and property in 
the county, and as the ratepayers were most interested in the 
preservation of order, there was no hardship in imposing such 
an expense upon them. They, therefore, granted the writ of 
mandamus in order that the question might be taken to the 
House of Lords. However, the county treasurer submitted to 
their order, and the case went no further. The Lancashire case 
was not cited in the recent Glamorganshire case. Possibly both 
sides thought it might be used against them, but the principle 
laid down seems to be distinctly in favour of the prosecutors in 
that case, and, indeed, it formed the real basis of their argument. 





One or THE remarks made by the United States Ambassador at 
the dinner of the Hardwicke Society on Monday is an interesting 
reminder of the different views prevailing in different countries 
as to the proper incidence of the costs of litigation. In the 
United States, says Mr. Cuoare, substantial justice is within the 
reach of every man and it is cheap. Men are encouraged to 
defend and maintain their rights in the courts and ‘‘ the extra- 
ordinary system prevailing in this country of making the losing 
party pay the expenses of the successful is unknown.” Here 
the current of opinion is all the other way. 
winning party recovers the greater part of his costs from 
his opponent, and we grumble because he cannot recover 
the whole and so obtain complete indemnity. But even 
under a nominal system of indemnity there would have to 
be restrictions, and no taxing-master could be instructed to 
allow the fancy fees which might have been paid for specially- 
selected legal aid. In America the principle of this restriction 
comes in at an earlier stage—so early, indeed, as to make party 
and party costs a matter of insignificance. The lawyer’s fees 
are assumed to vary so much with the character and distinction 
of the lawyer employed that it would, it is judicially held, be 
dangerous to impose them on the losing party. Consequently 
they are not brought into the account for taxation, and the only 
costs which are left to follow the result of the action are court 
costs and the fees of court officials. These amount, of course, 
to a very small part of the entire expense. This system seems 
to encourage rather than check litigation. In America, accord- 
ing to Mr. Cuoatz, there is plenty of it, and the result is not 
surprising. “ne of the great deterrents of litigation is the 
double set of costs which failure brings. Remove one of these 
and people will naturally go to law with lighter hearts. But 
with all the possibilities of increased business in the courts we 
shall hardly take this retrograde step. 





Dvnrixe Tue closing stage of the Land Transfer Bill, in the 
House of Commons in 1897, a pledge was given by the Attorney- 
General, which was re-stated by Sir H. H. Fowzzr and assented 
to by Mr. Batrovr, as leader of the House, that, in the first 
instance, one county should be selected for trial of the compulsory 
provisions, and that, assuming an order was made in relation to 
such county, “ no further order is to be made under the Act for 
three years” (see 41 Soxicrrors’ Jovenat 692). This was 
universally accepted as meaning that the experiment was to be 
tried in one county for three years, and that compulsory regis- 
tration was not to be further applied until after the expiration 
of that term, and was only then to be applied on the application 
of county councils. The Small Houses (Acquisition of Ownership) 
Bill, however, which has recently been introduced in the House 
of Commons, and which bears the names of Mr. Onamperiain 
and the Attorney-General, provides, by clause 7 (1), that 
‘‘ Where a local authority make any alien under this Act 
they shall cause the ownership (including any interest held by 


the proprietor on his purchase of the ownership) in respect of 





Already the P 





which the advance is made ¢o be registered under the Land Transfer 
Acts, 1875 and 1897, and shall pay the cost of such registration 
out of the advance.” This provision will apply to every part of 
England and Wales, and it appears to be direct violation of the 
spirit, if not of the letter, of the undertaking on which the Land 

ansfer Act, 1897, was allowed to pass into law. The Leeds 
Law Society have already taken up the matter, and the com- 
mittee have passed a resolution, “‘ that this committee views the 
inclusion of clause 7 of the Small Houses (Acquisition of O wner- 
ship) Bill as a breach of the undertaking given by the Govern- 
ment on the cccasion of the passing of the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, and in direct violation of section 20 of that Act, and 
that the president and secretary be requested to take such steps 
as they think proper with a view of obtaining combined action 
on the part of the Provincial Law Societies to prevent such 
clause becoming law.” 





A rerson who attends an auction and becomes the highest 
bidder for property under conditions which provide that the 
highest bidder shall be the purchaser may reasonably suppose 
that he has a legal remedy if the property is ultimately with- 
held from him. But he must be ready on his part to carry 
out the condition requiring payment of a deposit, and immediately 
after the sale he must be prepared to hand to the auctioneer the 
amount specified. The first part of this statement is supported 
by Warlow v. Harrison (1 E. & E. 295), and the latter has just 
been illustrated by the interesting decision of Cozzns-Harpy, J., 
in Johnston v. Boyes. In Warlow v. Harrison, at a sale 
advertised as without reserve, the owner of the pro- 
erty attended and outbid the highest bond fide bidder; 
in other words, the property was bought in. It was 
held by the Exchequer Chamber that the auctioneer, who 
had undertaken vo sell without reserve, was liable for not doing 
so, and that if his authority had during the sale been revoked 
by the owner, he would be entitled to be indemnified by the 
owner against any liability he had incurred. In the present 
case the question in dispute arose ata later stage in the pro- 
ceedings. The plaintiff had admittedly been the highest bidder 
for property, and immediately after the sale he tendered his 
cheque for £490 in payment of the deposit. Undoubtedly on 
such occasions it is usual to accept payment by cheque, but 
there seems to benorule of law making such acceptance obligatory 
on the vendor or the auctioneer, and it is clear that any such rule 
would be unreasonable, Under the conditions the auctioneer is 


entitled to money, and a cheque is not equivalent to money if . 


the credit of the drawer is open to suspicion. In this case the 
purchaser was known to one of the vendors who was present 
at the sale as a person who had recently stated in county court 
proceedings that he was entirely without means, and the 
auctioneer was instructed to refuse the cheque and resell. The 
resale was made at an advance of £50. It appeared that the 
first purchaser was really buying on behalf of his wife, who 
had property, and who would have provided funds to meet the 
cheque on presentment next day. But even with this under- 
standing the vendor refused the cheque, and Oozens-Harpy, J., 
held that he was justified. The condition requires immediate 
payment, and it is not complied with by the tender of a cheque 
which is not to be honoured till the following day. It would 
of course put an end to the ordinary business of auction sales 
it bidders were always compelled to come provided with the cash 
they might happen to require, but the taking of a cheque is 
simply an arrangement for convenience, and the vendor—or the 
auctioneer or his agent—must retain the liberty to refuse on 
occasion to accept payment in this way. Having regard, how- 
ever, to the common practice of paying by cheque, the auctioneer 
would probably be bound to give a sufficient reason for depart- 
ing from it. e 





Tuz Mowry Lending Bill underwent some important amend- 
ments this week in Committee of the House of Lords. These 
amendments seem to meet a good many of the very reasonable 
objections which were taken to the Bill as it first stood. In the 
first place, it is made clear that the mere fact that a high rate of 
interest is charged for a loan is not sufficient to give a court 
jurisdiction to re-open the transaction. Before a transaction 








Ml 


fer 


of 
he 
od 
ds 


T- 











May 6, 1899. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 43.] 45 sf 








can be re-opened, it is now proposed that the court must be 
satisfied that either the interest agreed to be paid, or the amount 
of the other charges in relation to the loan, is excessive, and also 
that by reason of such excess the transaction is harsh and uncon- 
scionable. If this becomes law, the power given to judges will, 
no doubt, be great; but it would be much too great, and would 
lead to inequalities and uncertainties in the administration of 
justice, if a judge could set aside an agreement merely because 
ywhat he considered an excessive rate of interest was charged, 
where no unfair advantage had been taken of the borrower. It 
was originally proposed that anything over 10 per cent. might 
be considered an excessive rate of interest. It was pointed out, 
however, that pawnbrokers can charge more than this; and it 
does not seem just to put a money-lender who lends small sums 
without security on a worse footing as regards interest than the 
pawnbroker who takes whatis generally amplesecurity. The Bill 
is therefore now amended in a way which brings it into harmony 
with the Pawnbrokers Act, 1872, by allowing interest to becharged 
at the rate of 25 per cent. on loans not exceeding 40s., of 
20 per cent. on loans exceeding 40s. and not exceeding £10, 
and of 15 per cent. on loans of over £10. Interest above these 
rates is to be considered excessive, but that is immaterial if 
there is nothing harsh or unconscionable in the agreement. All 
registered societies under the Friendly Societies Act, and all 
licensed pawnbrokers, are to be exempted from the operation of 
the Act. This seems only reasonable, as they are already 
regulated by most stringent statutory provisions, and it would 
be hardly fair to burden them with fresh restrictions. 
Bankers and insurance businesses are also exempted, as 
is also ‘‘any business not having for its primary object the 
lending of money.” These last words will, no doubt, if they 
become law, often trouble courts of justice. It will clearly be a 
question of fact in each case what is the “primary ” object of a 
business; but it is not at all unlikely that the exemption may 
lead to evasions of the Act, and enable persons, under cover of 
some other business, to practise many of the abuses which it is 
desired to abolish. As the Bill was drawn, it was proposed that 
the contract of loan of any unregistered money-lender should be 
void. This is now altered, and failure to register is to be an 
offence punishable summarily by a penalty. 





Tue bond fide traveller has again this week been occupying 
the attention of the High Oourt judges, in the case of Williams 
v. McDonald, The appellant had been convicted, under section 
25 of the Licensing Act, 1872, of falsely representing himself to 
be a traveller and thereby obtaining intoxicating liquor during 
hours when the licensed premises were required to be closed. 
It appeared that he lived within three miles of a railway station, 
and on the Sunday in question he walked to the station and 
took a ticket to the next station, which was only two miles 
distant. He then hada glass of beer at the refreshment-room bar, 
and while drinking it, a police officer asked to see his ticket and 
took his name, Subsequently a train came in and he departed by 
it to the next station. Whether or not he would have gone by the 
train if the officer had not interfered, the magistrates did not 
decide, but they found that he was not a bond jide traveller, and 
convicted him, Now it would appear that a bond fide traveller is 
one who travels for some purpose other than the sole purpose 
of getting drink. If he travels merely to get drink, although 
he travels over three miles, it was held in Penn v. Alexander (41 
W. R. 392; 1893, 1 Q. B. 522) that he is not a bond fide 
traveller, and is not entitled to be served with liquor during 
prohibited hours. By section 10 of the Act of 1874, however, 
it is enacted that nothing ‘‘shall preclude the sale at any time, 
at a railway station, of intoxicating liquors to persons arriving 
at or departing from such—station by railroad.” Here the 
word ‘‘traveller’”’ does not occur, and there is no mention 
of bona fides. It appears, therefore, that for the p es of the 
Licensing Acts ‘“‘a person arriving at or departing from a 
railway station by railroad” is not a “traveller,” and that he 
may be served with liquor at the railway station at any time 
Irrespective of any question of bona "gee The appellant, there- 
fore, succeeded in his appeal, and the court eaaed his convio- 


away, he can get liquor during prohibited hours by taking a 
penny ticket to the next station, provided he actually goes by 
train to the next station. On the other hand, he may walk 
over three miles, but he is not entitled to be served if he took 
the walk for the express purpose of getting the liquor. 
This seems very absurd, but it does not appear possible to 
construe the Acts in any other way. If the magistrates had 
found that the appellant, when he bought the ticket, had not 
intended to go by the train, and that he only went by it because 
the officer had asked to see his ticket, it was intimated by 
CuanyeLt, J., that they would have probably been right in 
convicting. This, however, does not affect the conclusion that 
a person who travels a mile by rail for the purpose of getting 
liquor is entitled to be served, while if he walks six for the same 
purpose he is not so entitled. 





Tue casx of Coote v. Ford (ante, p. 438) is of interest as being 
the first decision as to the effect of an acceptance by a plaintiff 
of money paid into court by a defendant with a denial of liability 
under R. 8. C. ord. 22, r. 1. The action in question was for tres- 
pass in killing game and rabbits on land which formed part of the 
waste ofa manor. The defendants pleaded a right to kill rabbits 
in copyholders of the manor and their tenants, and each of them 
paid one shilling into court in satisfaction of all matters com- 

lained of, at the same time denying liability. Two of the 

efendants counterclaimed for a declaration that the copyholders 
and their tenants were entitled to the rights pleaded in the 
defence. The plaintiff accepted the money paid into court, and 
then moved to strike out the counterclaim. The motion was 
based on the ground that the payment into court by the defend. 
ants amounted to an admission that the plaintiffs had a good 
cause of action, inasmuch as the money was paid in in respect 
of all claims; the counterclaim, therefore, reopened a matter 
which had been disposed of on the claim, and was conse- 
quently ;es judicata, Sriruine, J., however, pointed out that 
the language of rule 6 (a) of order 22, which governed the case, 
was very different from that of rule 1, which provides that 
money paid into court by way of satisfaction shall be taken as 
an admission of liability. Rule 6 (), on the other hand, simply 
says that on acceptance by the plaintiff of iy! ye into court 
in satisfaction of a claim or cause of action, further pro- 
ceedings in respect of such claim or cause of action shall be 
stayed. The learned judge thought that this rule was intended 
to prevent payment in by a defendant with denial of liability 
having the effect of an adjudication by the court on the matters 
in respect of which the liability was denied. It would certainly 
seem that this view is correct. The plaintiff’s contention really 
amounted to this, that payment into court with a denial of 
liability only enables the defendant to keep open all defeaces 
and avail himself of them if the plaintiff chooses to prosecute the 
action ; but if the plaintiff accepts the sum and all proceedings 
are stayed, the defendant must be taken to have admitted the 
plaintiff's title as effectually as if it had been established in 
the action. An acceptance, therefore, of money paid 
in with a denial of liability puts the plaintiff into 
as good a position as if the money had been paid in 
without any denial of liability. In the absence of any 
express provision in the rules that on acceptance by a 
plaintiff of money paid into court the defendant should be 
taken to admit the claim in respect of which the payment was 
made, it is difficult to see how this contention could be sustained. 
It should, however, be noted that the plaintiff laid stress on the 
fact that the defendants had pleaded the payment in respect of 
all claims ; and that, therefore, his whole cause of action was 
stayed on his acceptance. The answer to this would seem to be 
that the payment in was only in respect of all claims arising on 
the particular act of trespass complained of, but that the right 
of the plaintiff to sue was denied, and that if he wished to enforce 
his alleged right he must proceed with his action, while the 
defendants on their side could go on with their counterclaim in 
order to establish the rights which they alleged. This view was 
taken by the learned i ge, who also stated his opinion that if 
the payment were to be taken as an admission of any liability, 
it was only an admission that the right pleaded in some way 





tion. If, therefore, a man lives ten yards from a railway 
hich has a bar, and there is another station a mile 
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however, that the pleading of the defendants was vague, and 
expressed his opinion that it ought to be amended by limiting 
its operation to the claim for damages. From this it would seem 
that where payment into court is pleaded but liability is denied, 
it is desirable to specify the particular claim in satisfaction of 
which the payment is made. 





Two cass of interest were decided by the Court of Appeal 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, last week. The 
question which arose in Jones v. The Ocean Coal Co. was of 
considerable importance, having regard to the prevalence of 
strikes and lock-outs. The appellant was injured by an‘accident 
which occurred on the 3rd of October, 1898, in the course of his 
employment by the respondent company ; his right to compensa- 
tion under the Act was undisputed, but a difficulty arose as 
to the mode of calculating the amount of the weekly pay- 
ment to be made to him during his incapacity for work. The 
first schedule to the Act provides that the weekly payment to be 
made by way of compensation to an injured workman is not to 
exceed ‘‘ fifty per cent. of his average weekly earnings during the 
previous twelve months, if he has been so long employed, but if 
not, then for any less period during which he has been in the 
employment of the same employer.” The appellant began to be 
employed by the respondents before October, 1897. Oa the 31st 
of March, 1898, bis employment was terminated in consequence 
of the South Wales coal strike, which lasted from the Ist of April 
to the 5th of September in that year. On the 12th of September, 
1898 (about three weeks before the accident), the appellant 
resumed his employment with the respondents, but under a new 
contract containing different terms as to his remuneration. The 
judge of the Merthyr Tydvil County Court added the period from 
the 3rd of October, 1897, to the 31st of March, 1898, to the three 
weeks from the 12th of September to the 3rd of October, 1898, 
and arrived at the amount of the weekly payment on the basis 
of the average weekly earnings during those combined periods. 
The appellant contended that only the three weeks before 
the accident should be considered in arriving at the average, 
and this view was adopted by the Court of Appeal, with 
the result that the amount of the weekly payment was nearly 
doubled. The decision of the county court judge appears to have 
rested upon the consideration that the whole of the two periods 
taken by him were included within the twelve months before 
the accident, but it ignored the fact that those two periods were 

ted by a considerable interval during which the employ- 
ment did not exist. The words in the schedule to the Act “ ifhe 
has been so longemployed” distinctly point toa continuousemploy- 
ment, and here the continuous employment immediately preceding 
the accident lasted for the three weeks only. The decision of 
the Court of Appeal is in no way inconsistent with their decision 
in Keast v. Barrow Haematite Steel Co. (15 Times L. R. 141), 
where it was held that an employment was not broken by the 
workman taking a short holiday. 





Ix Chambers y. Whitehaven Harbour Commissioners (also 
decided last week), the Court of Appeal held that the 
ession “‘engineering work,” as used in section 7 of the 
orkmen’s Compensation Act, denotes locality and not 
merely the nature of an operation. It will be remembered 
that the application of the Act is limited by that section to 
certain employments, including ‘‘employment on, in, or about 
wages age and the latter expression is defined by 
section 7 (2) to mean “‘any work of construction or alteration 
or repair of a railroad, harbour, dock,” &c. The workman, in 
ror of whose death compensation was claimed in Chambers v. 
itchaven Harbour Commissioners, was engaged in the work of 
dredging the harbour, and in the course of his employment 
in a vessel to sea to a distance of about a mile 

and a-half from land for the purpose of emptying the spoil 
which had been dredged up. In carrying out this operation 
he was drowned. No doubt the whole operation of dredging, 
carrying to see, and emptying was necessary for, and a part 
of the engineering work of deepening the harbour, if the 
words ‘engineering work” are to be considered as denoting 
an operation and not a locality. In arriving at the opposite 


conclusion, the court were influenced by the juxtaposition 
of the words in section 7 (1), which describe the employments 
to which the Act is to apply: these words are ‘‘on, in, or 
about a railway, factory, mine, quarry, or engineering work ”’ ; 
it is clear, therefore, that if the latter expression is not to 
be taken as pointing to the locality of the employment, it 
is found in strangecompany. On the other hand, the use of the 
plural ‘‘ works” would have been more appropriate if the 
intention was to denote locality. ‘‘ Eagineering work” does 
not in ordinary parlance denote a place. The Oourt of Appeal, 
however, have laid it down that if employment on an engineer- 
ing work is relied on by a claimant, itmust be shown that the work- 
man was at the time of the accident ‘on or in or about the 
main locality of the engineering work.” In the present case it 
may be presumed that that main locality was the harbour 
itself, and that if the deceased had met his death there the 
claim for compensation would have been well founded. 








MORTGAGES OF REGISTERED LEASEHOLD LAND. 


Tue Land Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897, and the rules there- 
under, appear to have left the question of the creation of mort- 
gages of registered leasehold land in an unsatisfactory condition. 
Before the recent Act the registration of leasehold land was 
regulated by sections 11-16 of the Act of 1875, but the Act of 
1897, by section 22 (6), gave the rule-making authority power 
to vary these provisions, and also to apply compulsory regis- 
tration to th» grant of leases and dealings with leasshold 
land, subject only to the restriction of section 24 (1) that 
there should be no compulsion in the case of a lease having 
less than forty years to run or two lives yet to fallin. Now, 
under section 11 leasehold land may be registered when 
it is held “ under a lease for a life or lives, or determinable 
on a life or lives, or fora term of years of which more than 
twenty-one are unexpired’’; but, having regard to the above 
restriction, it was impossible to make registration of leaseholds 
compulsory to the full extent to which it is permissible, and 
rule 59, following the terms of the restriction, applies compulsion 
only in the case of “an assignment on sale of a lease or under- 
lease, having at least forty years to run or two lives yet to fall 
in, and a grant of a lease or underlease for a term of forty years 
or more, or for two or more lives.” It may further be noticed 
that, apart from section 11, the sections of the Act of 1875 
dealing with the registration of leasehold land are in the main 
repealed by the rules, and their place taken by rules 43 
to 56. 

When leasehold land is, under the above regulations, placed 
upon the register the question next arises how a mortgage of it 
can be effectively created. To answer this we naturally turn in 
the first place to section 22 of the Act of 1875, which provides 
that ‘‘every registered proprietor of any freehold or leasehold 
land may, in the prescribed manner, charge such land with the 
payment at an appointed time of any principal sum of money, 
either with or without interest, and with or without a power of 
sale to be exercised at or after a time appointed.” Under rule 
106 a charge on registered land is to be made by an instrument 
in accordance with form 39, and on reference to the form it will 
be seen that it simply creates a charge on the land without 
purporting to pass the legal estate, though since it is under seal, 
and since section 9 (2) of the Act of 1897 applies to registered 
charges section 19 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, the charge 
carries with it a power of sale. 

A charge upon registered land with a power of sale having 
thus been created and registered, the further incidents of it are 
to be gathered from the sections of the Act of 1875 following 
section 22 and from rule 110. Under section 2i+there is implied, 
unless expressly excluded by the form of charge (see rule 106 
and form 39), a covenant on the part of the registered proprietor 
of the leasehold land with the registered proprietor of the charge 
that he will pay, perform, and observe the rent, covenants, 
and conditions of the lease and will keep the proprictor of the 
charge indemnified. Under section 25 the proprietor of the 
charge may enter into ion; under section 26 he may 
- cnlores a foreclosure or sale of the land charged, in the same 

manner and under the same circumstances in and under which 
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he might enforce the same if the land had been transferred to 
him by way of mortgage.” In the event of foreclosure, under 
rule 110, the proprietor of the charge will be entered on the 
register as proprietor of the land. With reference to the 
exercise of a power of sale, section 27 provides that the registered 
proprietor of the charge may “at any time after the expiration 
of the appointed time sell and transfer the land on which he 
has a registered charge, or any part thereof, in the same manner 
as if he were the registered proprietor of the land.” In this 
case the provisions of section 39 apply, and, unless expressly 
negatived in the instrument of transfer (see rule 91), there is 
an implied covenant on the part of the transferor that the rent 
and covenants have been paid and performed up to date, and on 
the part of the transferee for indemnity against the rent and 
covenants in the future. Upon a transfer by a mortgagee the 
first of these covenants would be excluded. 

The above review of the provisions relating to the creation 
and registration of charges shews that a chargee of registered 
leasehold land obtains a perfectly satisfactory security, subject 
only to the question whether, by virtue of the charge, he gets 
the legal estate vested in himself, and upon this point no 
sufficiently certain indication is given. The form of mortgage 
suggests that the legal estate does not pass; it is simply a 
charge, and nota conveyance. But the real test of whether the 
legal estate is in the mortgagee arises when he comes to fore- 
close. If he is legal mortgagee he requires nothing but the 
extinction of the equity of redemption; he then has the clear 
fee vested in himself. If, on the other hand, he is only 
equitable mortgagee, he requires, further, a conveyance from 
the mortgagor of the legal estate. This conveyance, however, 
appears to be omitted from the scheme of the Acts and 
the rules, and it cannot be stated with certainty how the 
omission is to be supplied. If the legal estate is already in the 
mortgegee by virtue of the charge, then no conveyance is 
required, and the difficulty disappears. This view is to some 
extent helped by the covenant on the part of the mortgagor 
implied under section 24 of the Act of 1875 for indemnifying 
the mortgagee against the rent and covenants of the lease. It 
seems to be assumed that the mortgagee became liable in some 
way to pay the rent and perform the covenants. As already 
pointed out, however, the form of the charge gives no hint that 
the legal estate is intended to pe, and it may be that the 
necessary conveyance upon foreclosure is implied by virtue of 
section 26, under which the mortgagee enforces his remedy by 
foreclosure in the same way as if the land had been transferred to 
him by way of mortgage. It is possible that in consequence of 
these words the legal estate is to be deemed to be in the 
mortgagee upon foreclosure, just as ifthe mortgage had been 
originally made as a conveyance. This construction justifies the 
practice established by rule 110, under which the mortgagee 
who has foreclosed can forthwith obtain registration as 
registered proprietor of the land. 

But while upon the whole it would seem that the legal 
estate in leasehold land does not pass to the mortgagee under a 
registered charge, this state of uncertainty is unsatisfactory to a 
mortgagee. Under modern conveyancing practice he has been 
able to obtain the advantages of the legal estate without 
incurring direct liability on the contract contained in the 
lease by taking a sub-domise of the leaseholds, and this is a 
procedure to which the practitioner would still naturally turn. 
But here he is met by the amendment of section 11 of the Act 
of 1875 contained in the first schedule to the Act of 1897: “A 
sub-lease shall, and a term created for mortgage purposes shall 
not, be deemed a lease within the meaning of this section.” 
Thus, the same words that offer to an underlease the 
chance of registration refuse it to the underlease created 
by way of mortgage; in other words, a mortgage of lease- 
holds made in the ordinary form by way of sub-demise 
is incapable of registration, and it is hn BOS, that the 
officials of the Land Registry Office act upon this view, and 
decline to register underleases created in this manner. It 
has been sugyested (Brickdale and Sheldon on the Land Transfer 
Acts, p. 96) that terms created by way of mortgage can be pro- 
tected under section 50 of the Act of 1875, which enables a 
lessee, where the term exceeds twenty-one years, to enter notice 


in respect of original terms, the section does not seem to apply 
to underleases. 
A mortgagee by sub-demise would therefore have to resort to 
a caution or inhibition, or he must require the mortgagor to 
place a restriction on dealing with the land. But a caution is 
no absolute protection to the mortgagee; it only insures that he 
shall have notice of intended dealings with the land, and further 
proceedings must then be taken to make his mortgage effectual. 
An inhibition, on the other hand, seems to be too formidable a 
iece of machinery to suit the case. Although it may be granted 
y the registrar, it is in the nature of an application to the court, 
and it prevents, during its currency, all dealings with the regis- 
tered land. The most feasible course appears to be for the 
mortgagee to take his mortgage, as hitherto, by sub-demise, 
and at the same time require the mortgagor to register a 
restriction under section 58 of the Act of 1875 against any 
transfer or charge of the land without the consent of the mort- 
gagee. It seems that the mortgagor would be entitled as 
of course to place such a restriction on the register, the 
section, as amended by the schedule to the Act of 1897, 
providing that, where the registered proprietor of land is 
desirous to place restrictions on transferring or charging it, he 
may apply to the registrar to make an entry that no transfer 
shall be made or charge created (infer alia) unless the consent 
of a named person is given. The use of such an entry in the 
case of a charge is favoured by form 7 in the schedule to the 
rules, where the restriction requires the consent of the mortgagee 
of the interest of a tenant for life. At the same time it is to 
be noticed that the mortgagor would be prevented from making 
a second mortgage save with the consent of the first mortgagee, 
and this way of carrying out the transaction must simply be 
regarded as a suggestion. Possibly the desired result could 
be attained by requiring the deposit of the land certificate, the 
mertgage being still taken in the ordinary way by sub-demise, 
but under both plans there might be a difficulty in exercising 
the power of sale so as to place the purchaser on the register. 
What is really required in an authoritative declaration that 
the morgagee of leaseholds under an ordinary registered charge 
does not by such charge become -the legal assignee of the term 
so as to be liable on the covenants in the lease. 








JURISDICTION BY CONSENT IN THE COUNTY 
COURT. 


In a recent case ( Watson v. Petts (No. 2), 1899, 1 Q. B. 430) the 
question arose as to whether a defendant can, by consent, give 
a county court judge jurisdiction in a matter not within his 
ordinary jurisdiction, and what conduct of the defendant will 
amount to such a consent. 

The short facts of the case were that, in answer to an action 
for trespass, the defendant set up a claim to a right of way, and 
the matter proceeded to trial, at which judgment was reserved. 
Before judgment was given, the defendant obtained leave to re- 
open the case on fresh evidence, the judge warning him that he 
might have to pay the additional costs whatever the result. 
Subsequently the plaintiff obtained a commission to examine 
certain witnesses. On the further hearing the defendant 
proved that the value and rent of the lands exceeded £50, 
and objected to the jurisdiction. The judge allowed 
the objection, but ordered the defendant to pay the plain- 
tiff’s costs of the application to reo the case, of the 
commission, and of that day’s proceedings. The defendant 
applied for a prohibition, on the ground that the judge had no 
jurisdiction to order him to pay costs. On appeal to the 
ivisional Court from chambers, both Daruine, J., and 
Cuannett, J., held that, apart from the question of consent, 
there was jurisdiction to make the order under section 114 
of the County Courts Act, 1888. Bat on the point as to 
whether the defendant had consented to the judge having 
jurisdiction, there was some divergence of view. Daatiye, J., 
thought that the defendant by his conduct had so consented. 
Cuanngtt, J., while recognizing the general rule that a total 
want of jurisdiction cannot be cured by consent, said that that 
rule did not apply to the county court, in which consent may in 
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to what conduct amounted to suchconsent. Therefore, ——— 

thinking that the defendant’s conduct in this case practically 

amounted to such consent, he declined to decide the case on that 
und. 

Now, it is submitted there is really no doubt as to the 
cases in which parties can by consent give jurisdiction to a 
county court judge, and that the true view to take is that the 
general rules as to conferring jurisdiction by consent apply to 
county courts as they do to any other courts, but that the Legis- 
lature bas established in the county court certain definite excep- 
tions to those general rules under the provisions of the County 
Courts Act, 1888. 

There are two well-established rules as to the power of a party 
to give the court jurisdiction by consent. The firat is that a 
partial want of jurisdiction may be waived (Moore v. Gamgee, 
1890, 25 Q. B. D. 244), or, as it is put in Jones v. James 
(1850, 19 L. J. Q. B, 257), if the jurisdiction is merely 
contingent—/.¢., depends upon compliance with some particular 
rule of practice—such as getting leave to commence an action in 
a special district, and the defendant does not object to non- 
compliance with such rule at the proper time, he will be deemed 
to have waived his right to object to the want of jurisdiction 
arising from such defect. 

The second rule is that where there is a ¢otal want of juris- 
diction—that is, where the court has no jurisdiction over the 
subject-matter of the action—consent cannot give jurisdiction 
(Jones v. Owen, 1849, 18 L. J. Q. B. 8); and, whatever steps in the 
matter the defendant may have taken, the moment the defect is 
discovered the judge has no power to proceed in the action, and 
prohibition will lie, although the defendant may have consented 
or acquiesced in the exercise of the jurisdiction by the inferior 
court: Farguharson v. Morgan (1894, 1 Q. B. 552). So prohi- 
bition was granted where the county court judge had actually 
referred a matter to arbitration (Anowles v. Holden 1855, 24 
L, J. Ex. 223); and in another case even after execution : Jones 
v. James, supra. . 

Now, premising that, prima facie, these two rules apply to 
county court actions, it is necessary to look at the County Courts 
Act, 1888, to see how far the Legislature has specially exempted 
county court actions from the operation of these rules. As regards 
the first rule, there are no special provisions under that Act re- 
stricting its operation in county court actions, so that, where the 
defect in jurisdiction is only partial, as previously explained, the 
objection may be waived by consent either express or implied 
by conduct. Soin Watson y. Petts, if it had been a question of 

ial jurisdiction, it is clear that the defendant’s conduct 
would have fully amounted to a consent which would have 
sufficed to cure the defect. 

But as regards the second rule, the Act of 1888 has provided 
for two cases in which the parties may by consent, given in a par- 
ticular way, waive even a total want of jurisdiction (c) in cases 
in which title to any corporeal or incorporeal heriditament, or to 
any toll, fair, market, or franchise comes in question, if oth 
parties at the hearing shall consent in any writing signed by them or 
their solicitors to the judge having power to try the action 
(section 61): and () with respect to a// actions assigned to the 
Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court, if both parties shall 
agree by a memorandum signed by them or their respective solicitors, 
that the judge of «ny court named in the memorandum shall have 
power totry such action (section 64), These are the only two ex- 
ceptions to the general rule, that concent cannot cure a total want 
of jurisdiction, to be found in the Act, and then consent is only 
operative if given in the way prescribed. The judgments, 
therefore, of Dazttne, J., and Cuanwext, J., in Watson v. Petts, 
so far as they are based upon the ground that the defendant had 
by his conduct yiven the judge jurisdiction, cannot be sustained, 
Sib 46 title was in question in that case the want of juris- 
diction was total, and consent could only have been given in 
writipg according t. the provisions of section 61 uf the Act. 

The only other provision in the County Courts Act, 1888, 
which refers to jurisdiction by consent is section 114, which 
provides that the judge shall order an action over which he has 
no jurisdiction to be struck out, unless the partics consent to the 
court having jurisdiction. But these words cannot be construed 
as giving the parties any further or wider powers to give juris- 
diction by consent than are expressly given by sections 61 and 


64, and also as including those cases in which, under the 
ordinary rule, a partial want of jurisdiction is waived by the 
consent of the defendant, either express or by conduct. 

It is submitted, therefore, that Oxannett, J.’s, dictum, that 
there is considerable doubt as to how far consent can give juris- 
diction in a county court action, is hardly justified. 





REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Saunders’ Law and Practice of Orders of Affiliation and Pro- 
ceedings in Bastardy, with the Statutes, Forms, and Forms of 
Agreements, together with the Practice on Appeals to the Quarter 
Sessions and Special Cases. By R. M. SrepHEnson, LL.B. (Lond.) 
Barrister-at-Law. Tenth Edition, Horace Cox. 


The Law of Employers’ Liability and Workmen’s Compensation. 
Second Edition. By Tuomas BEVEN, Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow 
Bros. & Layton (Limited.) 

The Law Magazine and Review. A Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence. Being the combined Law Magazine founded in 1828 and 
the Law Review founded in 1844. May, 1899. William Clowes & 
Sons (Limited. ) 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
JONES v. OCEAN COAL CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 29th April. 


Master anp Servanr—Liapiity or Master ror AccipeNT—AMOUNT OF 
CoMPENSATION—AVERAGE WEEKLY Earnrncs—WorkKMEN’s CoMPENSA- 
TIon Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. 37), Scuepvxe 1, cravse 1 (x). 


Appeal from an award of the judge of the Merthyr Tydvil County 
Court upon proceedings to assess compensation under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 1897. The appellant, Thomas Jones, was in the 
employment of the respondents, the Ocean Ooal Co. (Limited), on the 
date of the accident (the 3rd of October, 1898) by which he was injured, 
and the accident arose out of and in the course of his employment. The 
appellant had for some months prior to the 31st of March, 1898, including 
the month of October, 1897, worked under the respondents under an 
agreement dated the Ist of January, 1892. This agreement was ter- 
minated by six months’ notice given by the men under a clause to that 
effect in the agreement, and the individual contracts between the em- 
ployers and the workmen were terminated by notice given by the 
employers under another clause in the agreement, which notice expired on 
the 3lst of March, 1898. The South Wales strike or locl-out then inter- 
vened, and lasted from the Ist of April, 1898, to the 5th of September, 
1898. The appellant resumed employment with the respondents under a 
new contract on the 12th of September, 1898, containing different 
terms from the former contract. The county court judge took the 
time at the beginning of the twelve months preceding the Jrd of October, 
1898, the date of the accident, during which the appellant was at work 
with the respondents, and the time at the end of the twelve months after 
the strike was over during which he was at work for them, and took the 
average weekly earnings during that period, and awarded compensation 
at 83. 6d.a week. The appellant contended that the period of employ- 
ment should be taken from the 12th of September to the 3rd of October, 
1898, and upon that footing the compensation _— would be Lis, 9d. a 
week. By Schedule 1, clause 1, of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897, the amount of compensation shall be “‘ (4) where total or partial 
incapacity for work results from the injury, a weekly payment during the 
incapacity after the second week not exceeding 50 per cent. of his average 
weekly earnings during the previous twelve months, if he has been so long 
employed, but if not, then for any less period during which he has been in 
the employment of the same employer, such weekly payment not to exceed 
one pound.” Keast v. Barrow Hematite Steel Co. (15 Times L. R. 141), 
Price v. Marsden & Sons (47 W. R. 274, [1899] 1 Q. B. 493), were referred to. 

Tur Covet (A. L. Surrn, Vavcuan Wiiiams, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that the judge had found as a fact that the 
agreement of the let of January, 1392, was terminated by +ix months’ 
notice given by the men under a cause to that effet in the agreement of 
the lst of January, 1892, and the individual contracts between the em- 
ployers and the workmen were terminated by notice given by the employers 
under another clause in the agreement, which notice expired on the 3dlst 
of March, 1898. In face of that finding they could yot hold tuat there 
bad been a continuous employment before and after the employment 
terminated. When the appellant went out on strike on the Ist of April, 
1898, be need not have come back to the respondents’ service, aud might 
have obtained employment elsewhere. When he did come back on the 
12th of September, 1898, he resumed employment with the respondents 
under a fresh contract containing fresh terms. Upon what basis was 
compensation to be assessed’ ‘The first part of clause 1 (4) of Schedule 1 
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The second branch of the clause spoke of any less period during which the 
workman had been in the employment of the same employer. That, in 
his judgment, also meant a continuous employment. e continuous 
engleguent in the present case, prior to the accident, was from the 12th 
of September to the 3rd of October, 1898, and the average weekly ings 
must be based on that period The award would therefore be amended 
by inserting 15s. 9d. instead of 8s. 6d. 

Vavenan Witurams, L.J., concurred.—In his opinion the employment 
must be continuous, whether for the twelve months or the less period. 
The employment need not be continuous without any break. The test 
was whether substantially the relation of master and servant existed during 
the whole period. If an employer were only able to give a workman three 
days work a week, it would still be true to say that the relation of master 
and servant existed during the whole period. Here the relation of master 
and servant had ceased to exist during the strike. Therefore the employ- 
ment subsequent to the strike was the factor to be taken into considera- 
tion in ascertaining the ave: weekly earnings. 

Romer, L.J., concurred.—The employment must be a substantially con- 
secutive or continuous employment. The schedule used the word 
“period” in the singular, and a former period of employment, which had 
been terminated, could not be added to a later od so as to ascertain 
the average weekly earnings. The word “ substantially’’ was important. 
A break on account of the workman taking a holiday would not prevent 
the employment being substantially continuous. Nor would the mere 
inability to get continuous work from the employer through slackness of 
trade prevent the employment from being substantially continuous.— 
CovnskL, Cripps, Q.C., and W. D. Benson; Ruegg, Q.C., and Arthur Lewis. 
Soxicrrors, Riddell, Vaizey, § Smith, for Walter Morgan, Bruce, § Co., Ponty- 
pridd; W. V. L. Simons, Pontypridd. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CHAMBERS ». WHITEHAVEN HARBOUR COMMISSIONERS. No. 1. 
29th April. 


Master AnD Servant—Lisitity or Master rox Accipent—EMPLoYMENT 
—On orn Iy on Asovt ENGINEERING Work ’’—WorkMeEn’s ComMPEN- 
sation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 7. 


This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Whitehaven 
County Court upon proceedings to assess compensation under the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897. The appellant, Ann Chambers, was the 
widow of a workman who was killed while in the employment of the 
respondents, the Whitehaven Harbour Commissioners. ‘The respondents 
owned a steam dredger which was used for dredging the harbour, and 
some hoppers, into which the spoil which was dredged up was emptied, and 
the hoppers when filled were towed about a mile and a-half out to sea, and 
the spoil emptied out. Two of the labourers who were employed on the 
dredger went out in turn with the hoppers to sea. Upon the day in 
question the deceased went with another man out in a hopper, and when 
the hopper got a mile and a-half out the deceased knocked out the bolts 
which tastened the doors at the bottom of the hopper, and so opened the 
doors and let out the spoil. Just as he did so a sea struck the hopper, and 
the deceased fell into the well and was carried with the spoil into the sea 
and was drowned. ‘The county court judge held that the de¢éeased man 
was at the time of the accident employed as a seaman, and that therefore 
the Act didnot apply. He was also of opinion that the deceased was not 
employed at the time of the accident ‘‘on or in or about an engineering 
work’’ within the meaning of section 7, sub-section 1, of the Act. He 
accordingly held that the appellant could not recover compensation. By 
tection 7, sub-section 1, of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, ‘‘ the 
Act shall apply only to employment . . . on or inorabout ... 
engineering work.’’ By sub-section 2 ‘‘ engineering work means any work 
of construction or alteration or repair of a railroad, harbour, dock, canal, 
or sewer, and includes any other work for the construction, alteration, or 
repair of which machinery driven by steam, water, or other mechanical 
power is used.’’ 

Tux Court (A. L. Sarrn, Vavcuan Witutams, and Romer, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that they did not affirm the decision upon the 
ground first stated by the county court judge—namely, that the deceased 
man was @ seaman. ‘I'he question was whether the deceased man was “on 
or in or about an engineering work’? when he was killed, within the mean- 
ing of section 7. ithe words in sub-section 1 preceding “engineering 
work’’ implied locality. For some time he doubted whether the words 
‘engineering work ’’ pointed to locality, but he had come to the conclusion 
that they did, because the words of the definition in sub-section 2 all 
pointed to locality. Therefore, to come within the Act, the accident must 
happen on or iu or about the main locality of the engineering work. There 
had been two cases dealing with the words ‘‘on or in or about.” In 
Yowell vy, Brown (1899, 1 Q. B. 157) a workman employed by the owners of 
a factory was loading timber on to a cart in a street close to the factory 
entrance when he was injured. The county court judge held that the 
workman was “‘ about”’ the factory at the time of the accident; and this 
court upheld him, saying that the word ‘‘about” meant in close pro- 
pinquity to the factory. In Lowth v. Ibbotson (ante, p. 332) a carter in the 
employment of millers was injured when delivering sacks of flour a mile 
and a-half away from the factory. The county court judge held that the 
workman was not ‘‘about’’ the factory when he was injured, and this 
court upheld him. ‘The deceased man in the present case was not killed 
‘fon or in or about the engineering work which was being carried on in 
the steam dredger. His lordship gave no opinion upon any other ques- 
tion than that the accident did not happen ‘‘ on or in or about”? whet had 
been assumed to be wn engineering oak. 





Vavouan Wit.iams and Romgr, L.JJ., concurred,—Cov nszn, Shepherd | 


Little; R , Q.C., and 4. Powell, Soxicrrors, Helder, Roberts, § Co., for 
£. Atter, Whitehaven ; W. Hurd § Son 
[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Ie ATKINSON. WALLER v. ATKINSON. No.2. 25th April. 


Margizp Woman—Witt or Woman Marriep serore 1883—Va.ipiry— 
AssENT oF Huspanp —Evipence or AsseNt—Proor or Writ 1x Genera 
Form, stINce THE Rute or Marcu, 1887—Practics or Propatz Lrviston— 
Construction or WILL. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 42 Soxicrrors’ 
Jovrnat 414, and 46 W. R. 439), who had held that under the present 
practice of the Probate Division of the High Court a husband did not by 
simply proving his wife’s will in general form (no other form being now 
admissible) assent to the will as a a of property which the wife 
had no power to dispose of without assent. By her will dated the 
6th of May, 1880, Amelia Atkinson gave all the personal estate of which 
by virtue of any power or authority, or of any separate right of property 
or otherwise howsoever, she was competent to dispose, incl her 

rtion or fortune and other interest (if any) under the will of her late 
Fither, James Shaw Taylor, unto her husband, J oseph Beaumont Atkin- 
son, for his own absolute use and benefit, subject, nevertheless, to 
the payment thereout of the pecuniary legacy thereinafter bequeathed 
by that her will, and also of any legacies bequeathed by her by 
any codicil to that her will, together with the expenses (but not including 
legacy duty) incident to the discharge of such legacies. The testatrix 
further bequeathed to Lavina Waller the sum of £10,000 in manner therein 
mentioned; but if the said Lavina Waller should die in the testatrix’s 
lifetime, she gave the same legacy or sum of £10,000 to such person or 

ersons as at the time of the testatrix’s death would have been Lavina 
aller’s next-of-kin, and entitled to her personal estate under the statutes 
for the distribution of the personal estate of intestates, if she died imme- 
diately after the death of the testatrix. The testatrix appointed her husband 
the sole executor of her will. Mrs. Atkinson died in February, 1892, and 
her husband proved her will in general form in May of the same year. 
Her property other than that which she took under her father’s wiil was 
of very small amount. At the time of Mrs. Atkinson’s death proceedings 
with reference to the estate of her father, J. S. Taylor, was pending in the 
State of New York. J. 8S. Taylor was an Englishman, but had consider- 
able property in the United States. One of his executors was resident in 
New York, and had instituted a suit there for the purpose of having the 
estate within the control of the New York court administered by that 
court. To that litigation the next-of-kin of Lavina Waller (who had died 
in the lifetime of the testatrix) and Mr Atkinson, were parties. It was 
finally decided, on appeal, that Mrs. Atkinson had no power of disposition 
over the property which she took under the will of J. 8. Taylor, and could 
not dispose of it by will without the assent of her husband. The next-of-kinof 
Lavina Waller then took out an originating summons against Mr. Atkinson, 
asking for payment t> the plaintiffs of the legacy of £10,000 bequeathed 
by the will of Mrs. Atkinson. The question before Stirling, J., was, Had 

r. Atkinson assented to the disposition contained in the will so as to bind 
himself? Stirling, J., decided that he had not so assented, and the next- 
of-kin of Lavina Waller appealed. Inthe Court of Appeal, at the request 
of the appellants, further evidence of assent by Mr. Atkinson was admitted ; 
and the question whether, on the true construction of Mrs. Atkinson’s 
will, it disposed of property which in the absence of di-position would 
have gone to Mr. Atkinson, was raised for the first time on the argument 
of the appeal. 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, M.R., and Ricsy and Coxirs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lrpiey, M.R., said: I do not think that when this case is thrashed out, 
as it has now been, there is really any difficulty in coming to a decision 
upon it. The practical question is whether the plaintiffs are entitled, 
under this will and in the events which have happened, to the legacy of 
£10,000. That is the real question. They place their title upon the 
—- of the will of Mrs. Atkinson, and upon the assent of her 

usband after her death to the bequest which she had made. Now, 
Mrs. Atkinson, the testatrix, was in this position. She was married before 
1882, and during her coverture she made a will. In my view that 
will was in the ordinary form of a will made by a married woman. 
A married woman in those days could not make a valid will of property, 
unless it was settled to her separate use, without the assent of ler husband. 
The effect of that assent is discussed by Lord Selborne, L.C., in Yodle v. 
Willock (21 W. R. 711, L. R. 8 Ch. 778, 789), where the Court of Appeal, 
and then the House of Lords, had to consider the effect of the Wills Act 
upon dispositions by married women. Lord Selborne says : ** What is the 
doctrine of law as to the husband’s assent? As I understand all the 
authorities and all the cases, it means neither more nor less than this, 
that, as to all the property of the wife of which the husband is purchaser, 
which, if reduced into possession during the marriage, becomes by law bis, 
and which, if it remains not reduced into possession when the marriage is 
dissolved by the wife’s death, becomes also by law his (subject, 
indeed, to the necessity of taking out administration to the wife) ; 
as to all this property, vested in him in his marital right, he may, 
if he pleases, waive his right, and so waive it as to give eilect to 
a will made by his wife during the coverture in derogation of his 
marital right.’’ As I understand the authorities, the husband is at 
liberty during the life of his wife to give her leave, or to license her, to 
make a will, and may nevertheless revoke that license; but if after her 
death he has really assented to the will he cannot revoke that assent. 
Before Stirling, J., this case was argued on the assent of the husband, and 
on the ground that he had proved the will, and that that amounted to an 


{ assent to the dispositions it contained. Under the old law I suppose that 


would have been an assent to the will, It would not, of cours, hare 
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affected the construction of it, but it would have been an assent to it. The | 
question on the construction of this will does not appearto have been brought 
before Stirling, J., and the learned judge decided—in my opinion quite 
rightly decided, having regard to the alteration of the law as to proving of 

by husbands—that the mere fact of the husband proving the will 
does not amount to an assent to it. Formerly, proving the will did 
amount to an assent, because there were two steps in the probate, 
one as to what the wife could dispose of and had disposed 
of by will, and the other as to the rest of her property. Now 
there is only one step, and if the husband proves at all he 
must prove in the general form. That being the case, the inference 
which would at one time have been drawn from the fact of the husband 
proving can no longer be drawn ; and so far as Stirling, J.’s, judgment is 
concerned, that concluded the matter. But in this court the case has been 
argued on further materials. We have admitted a very important letter 
of October, 1893, which, taken in connection with the other evidence to 
which our attention was called by Mr. Butcher, raises a strong inference 
that the husband did assent. I do not decide that he did, because we 
have not heard Mr. Jenkins, and have not given him an opportunity of 
explaining that letter. In my view it is unnecessary to explain it. . As the 
case ‘now stands I think I should incline to the view that the husband did 
assent; but, apart from the fact of obtaining probate, the evidence of 
assent before Stirling, J., was quite insufficient. On the evidence which 
is now before us, I should incline to the view that the husband assented to 
the will of his wife. But what is that will? It is the will of a married 
woman giving property to her husband subject to the payment of a legacy 
of £10,000. ‘The question which you have in consider in regard to that will, 
before you begin to talk about assent, is this: Is there anything in it 
which, if it is fairly construed, leads you to take the view that the testatrix 
was disposing of that property which her husband would take if there was 
no disposition by her?’ I cannot find any such thing at allinthis will. I 
do not think she was in fact making a will of the property which would 
pass to her husband without her assistanc>. What she says is—I give all 
the property which I am competent to dispose of, including my portion, or 
fortune, and other interest (if any) under the will of my late father, to my 
husband, subject, nevertheless, to the payment of (in substance) the 
legacy of £10,000. Let us look at that language fairly—not hyper- 
critically, for I never like that way of construing documents—and ask 
ourselves this question, Can we fairly come to the conclusion that the 
testatrix was dreaming at all of disposing of the property which would 
pass to her husband if she did not make a will? It seems to me plain that 
throughout she assumed that the property she was dealing with would 
not go to her husband if she made no will, but that it was property which 
she could somehow dispose of.” It appears to me that it would be 
forcing her language and putting quite an unfair construction upon it 
to hold that it amounts to a disposition by her to her husband 
of property which he could claim if she did not make any 
disposition of it at all. That view of the meaning of her wi'l is 
absolutely conclusive of this case. Whatever the husband may have 
assented to, it could be nothing which would affect the right he now 
asserts. He certainly cannot have assented to more than she has done. I 
cannot help thinking that his aszent was given upon the supposition that 
the wife had, under the powers conferred on her by her father’s will, made 
a valid disposition ; and, if so, it was of course given upon an entire mis- 
apprehension, and it would be a piece of sharp practice if the next-of-kin 
of the legatee Lavina Waller were to take advantage of that. I think 
that on the true construction of this will the plaintiffs are not entitled to 
payment of the cum of £10,000 which they claim, and that the appeal 
must be dismissed, and diemissed with costs. 

Riesy and Cours, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Covyset, Butcher, Q.C., and 7. T. Methold; Jenkins, Q.C., and D. Stewart 
Smith. Soricrrors, Learoyd, James, § Mellor, for Learoyd § Co., Hudders- 
field ; Busk, Mellor, & Morris, for Sale, Seddon, § Co., Manchester. 

[Reported by R. C. Macxzsziz, Barrister-at-Law. } 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


BICHOLL +. URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL OF EPPING. Stirling, J. 

18th, 19th, and 28th April. 

Peeuc Heatru Act, 1875 (88 & 39 Vict. c. 55), ss. 35, 36, 2683—Powrr or 
Locat Avruogrry To Pxovipe a Water-cLoseT INSTEAD or A Patvy— 
Isscxction. 

This was 2 motion for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
entering upon the pla‘ntiff’s premises, and from pulling down or converting 
the privies into water-closets. The plaintiff was the owner of four 
— which were let to tenants. Each cottage had a privy attached to 
it. The defendants were the Urban District Council of Epping. The 
district inspector made a report under section 36 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, requiring the owner to provide a water-closet instead of the privy. 
Due notice was given, but it was not complied with. The district 
council then gave the plaintiff notice that they intended to do the work 
themselves, and the plaintiff moved for an injunction to restrain them. 

Srmunxe, J., after stating the facts, said: The plaintiff has a right to 

to the Local Government Board under section 268 of the Public 

ealth Act, 1875. The first objection raised by the plaintiff was that the 
local board were working under a general echeme in a a water- 
closet and were not exercising their discretion in the matter. It was also 


obsected that the defendants had no authority to require the plaintiff to 
provide a sufficient water-closet instead of a privy. Section 45 provides 





that houses shall not be erected or rebuilt without 2 sufficient water-closet, 


earth-closet, or privy, and an ashpit furnished with proper doors and cover- 
ings. Section 36 provides that if a house is without a sufficient water-closet, 
earth-clo:et, oz privy, aud an ashpit, the local authority shall require the 
owner or occupier to provide ‘‘a sufficient water-closet, earth-closet, or 
privy, and en ashpit furnished as aforesaid, or either of them as the case 
may require,’’ and if the notice is not complied with the local authority 
may do the work required to be done. Other sections recognize that 
accommodation may be provided in the shape of privies. The question 
arises, if the privy is insufficient can the local board requirea water-closet 
instead of a privy. The important words in section 36 are “ or either of 
them as the case may require.’? The plaintiff says they refer 
to privy or ashpit. The defendant says they relate to the three 
matters—water-closet, earth-closet, or ashpit. In my opinion these words 
have not the narr»w meaning contended for by the plaintiff. No case 
has been decided precisely in point. [His lordship referred to the cases 
decided on the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, which contains similar 
provisions to the Public Health Act, 1875.] I think that the provisions of 
the Public Health Act, 1875, are sufficient to confer the power claimed by 
the defendants, and that the motion consequently fails.—CounseL, Upjohn, 
Q.C., and Stokes ; Maemorran, Q.C., and Parkyn. Soxicrrors, Pownall, for 
R. D. Trotter, Epping ; Rodbins, Billing, § Co., for G. J. Creed, Epping. 
[Reported by Pavt Srxicxuanp, Barrister-at-Law. 


PHILLIPS v. PROBYN. North, J. 20th April. 


Deceasep Wire’s SisteER—SgTTLEMENT IN CONSIDERATION or MankriaGe— 
ILLEGAL CoNsIDERATION. 


Richard Sloper was married three times, and by his first marriage had 
one son, John Roberts Sloper. The second marriage was with Margretta 
Amelia Probyn, who died without issue on the 11th of February, 1872. 
Negotiations for a third marriage were subsequently entered into between 
Richard Sloper and Clara Probyn, the sister of his deceased wife, and in 
contemplaiion of such marriage a settlement was made by which Richard 
Sloper ‘‘conveyed, surrendered, and assigned unto William David and 
Howel David, their heirs and assigns—certain freehold premises—to have 
and to hold to the use of the said Richard Sloper and his assigns 
for aud during the term of his natural life, and from and immedi- 
ately after his decease to the use of Clara Probyn for and during 
the term of her natural life, provided she shall remain a widow and 
unmarried,”’ and after the decease of the survivor of them or her second 
marriage, in the event of her being the survivor, as he should appoint, and 
in default of such appointment the property to go to such persons as 
should be entitled to it had such settlement not been entered into. The 
settlement was dated the 30th of April, 1873, but the marriage was not 
solemnized until the 5th of March, 1877. Richard Sloper died intestate on 
the 30th of November, 1891, leaving Clara Probyn his reputed wife him 
surviving and also his son John Roberts Sloper, who became 
entitled to the property as heir-at-law. J. R. Sloper took out 
administration, but agreed that Clara Probyn should’ take such 
benefits as the settlement entitled her to, and in pursuance thereof 
the trustees paid her the rents during herlifetime. On the 4th of August, 
1893, owing to some disputes as to the personal estate of Richard Sloper, 
an agreemems was made between J. R. Sloper and Clara Probyn, and 
certain correspondence passed between the parties and their advisers, from 
which it appeared that J. R. Sloper was perfectly aware of the position of 
matters with regard to the settlement. J. R. Sloper died intestate on the 
2nd of September, 1898, leaving a widow and children. His widow, M. J. 
Sloper, took out administration, his eldest son, R. J. Sloper, being heir- 
at-law. The court was asked to determine whether Olara Probyn was 
beneficially entitled to any estate in the property comprised in the 
indenture of settlement, or whether, by reason of the said Clara Probyn 
being a sister of the deceased wife of Richard Sloper, the defendants, 
R. J. Sloper and Mary J. Sloper, heir-at-law and administratrix of J. R. 
Sloper, or either of them, were beneficially entitled to the pro- 

It was argued for the representatives of J. R. Sloper that the 
settlement was void on the ground of immoral consideration, the 
only cousideration being future cohabitation: Coulson v. Allison (2 
De G. F. & G. 521), Re Vallance (26 Ch. D. 353), Hall v. Palmer (3 Hare 
532). The case of <Ayerst v. Jenkins (16 Eq. 275) was clearly to be 
distinguished, as there had been a clear voluntary settlement in that case 
and no question of future cohabitation. For Clara Probyn it was argued 
that as the marriage did not take place for four years after the date of the 
settlement the presumption was that there had been no state of concubinage, 
and it was clearly a voluntary settlement, as in Ayerst v. Jenkins. 

Noxztu, J.—It is clear that Clara Probyn, the deceased wife’s sister, is 
not entitled to benefit under the settlement of 1873. This settlement was 
avowedly made with the sister of the deceased wife of the settlor, and in 
consideration of marriage. There was also an omission of what one 
expected to find—viz., a limitation to the intended husband until marriage. 
It would clearly on the face of it have been a valid retilement had not 
Clara Probyn been the sister of the deceased wife, and it is clear by the subse- 
quentagreement of 1893 that the parties knewit to be invalid on that account. 
What, then, is the position of the parties? The settlement was made in 
consideration of marriage, a conveyance upon a consideration which on the 
face of the deed might be good, but the facts being known, they could not 
be legally married. Then it is a settlement made with a view to future 
cohabitation, as the word widow in the settlement contemplates such. 
The observations of Lord Campbell in Coulson v. Allison seem to be exactly 
in point. In Ayerst v. Jenkins the person who took proceedings to set 
aside the settlement was the person who had made it himself, and even 
then it would have been void as against creditors. In this case I have not 
to consider what the position would be of Richard J. Sloper had he been 
plaintiff, or the son or grandson of plaintiff. Here the trustees wish to 
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know to whom to pay the rents. I declare this trust for Clara Probyn is 
an illegal trust, and that the rents shall be paid by the trustees under the 
Land Transfer Act, 1897, s. 1, to Mrs. Sloper as administratrix of the estate 
of J. R. Sloper.—Covnset, Gatey ; Badcock ; G. C. M. Dale. Soxicrtors, 
Purkis § a 3; E. & J. Mote, for Watkins § Co., Pontypool; Crowder, 
Vizard, § Co. - 

ee [Reported by J. H. Davies, Barrister-at-Law.| 


REILLY ». RICHARDSON. Kekewich, J, 3rd May. 


Pracrice—Lis Penpens—Vacation—Action ror Speciric PerrorMANCE— 
Piarintirr Not APPEARING AT TRIAL. 


This was an action for specific performance. The plaintiff had registered 
it as a lis pendens. At the trial the plaintiff did not appear, and counsel 
for the defendants proved the registration, aud asked that the action 
might be dismissed and the lis pendens vacated, and he referred to Baxter v. 
Middleton (46 W. R. 350 ; 1898, 1 Ch. 313). 

Kexewrcn, J., dismissed the action with coste, and, after observing that 
this was a different case from the one cited, ordered the lis pendens to be 
vacated at once.—CounseL, Edward Ford. Soutcrrors, Russell-Ccoke § Co. 

[Reported by R. J, A. Morrison, Barrister-at-Law.] 


JOHNSTON v. BOYES. Cozens-Hardy, J, 25th and 28th April. 


Contract—Sa.z ny Avction—Orrer py Conpitions or SALE—ACCEPTANCE 
by Hicuest Brmper—Payment or Deposir sy Curevr—Custom AT 
AUCTIONS. 

This was a very unusual action. The plaintiff, a married woman with 
considerable sepsrate estate, claimed damages under the following 
circumstances. The defendants, who are trustees for sale, offered the 
White Hart Inn, South Mimms, Middlesex, for sale by auction 
on the 24th of May, 1898. By the first condition of tale, the 
highest bidder was to be the purchaser, and by the second 
condition the purchaser was immediately after the sale to pay 
to the auctioneers a deposit of £10 per cent. on the amount ard in 
part payment of his purchase-money, and sign an agreement subjoired to 
the conditions to complete the purchase. The subjoined agreement was 
in the following form: ‘‘ At the sale by auction made this day of the 
property described in these particulars, » of » was 
the highest bidder for, and wa; declared the purchaser of, the said 
property, at the price of £ ; and he has paid to Messrs. Rodwell 
& Son, of Watford, Herts, as agents for and on behalf of William 
Osborn Boyes, of Barnet, and A. W. Adams, of 90, Ladbroke- 
grove, Notting Hill, the vendors, the sum of £ by way of 
deposit and in part payment of the purchase-money, and hereby 
agrees to complete the purchase in accordance with the above con- 
ditions; and the said Messrs. Rodwell & Son, as the vendors’ agents, 
hereby confirm the raid sale and acknowledge the receipt of the said 
deposit.’’ The plaintiff’s husband attended the auction and, on behalf of 
his wife, bid for the property, which was knocked down to him as the 
highest bidder at the price of £4,900. He immediately went to the 
auctioneer’s rostrum with a view to signing the contract and paying the 
deposit amounting to £490. But Mr. Boyes, who was one of the 
defendants and was the solicitor conducting the sale, recognized him as a 
man who, in the previous week, had appeared in the county 
court, of which Mr. Boyes is the registrar, and sworn that he 
had nothing in the world but the clothes he stood up in. Johnston 
tendered his own cheque in payment of the deposit, whereupon 
Mr. Boyes told the auctioneer not to take the cheque. Some further 
discussion took place, partly in the auction-room, and partly in an ante- 
room, to which the auctioneer and his clerk and Johnston and the 
defendants retired, the result of which was that the refusal to accept the 
cheque was persisted in. Johnston eaid that his wife would find the money 
the following day, but Mr. Boyes said he must have the cash that day, and as 
Johnson did not provide the cash, the matter was treated as at an end so 
far as he was concerned, and a contract was immediately afterwards 
signed for sale to another gentleman at the price of £4,950. It was also 
proved at the trial that before the transaction was put an end to, 
Johnston said he was purchasing on behalf of his wife, and that 
though Johnston had at the time no assets to meet it, the cheque 
would have been met by the plaintiff providing funds. The writ was 
issued on the 27th of May, 1898, and was indorsed with a claim for 
& declaration that the plaintiff was entitled to be the purchaser 
of the property ; for an order directing the defendants to accept the deposit 
and to allow her to sign the agreement; and for an injunction to restrain 
the completion of the resale. On a motion, Stirling, J., refused the 
injunction (see 42 Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnat 610). The writ was subsequently 
amended by substituting a claim for damages against both defendants, for 
breach of contract that the highest bidder should be the purchaser, and 
against the defendant Boyes in particular for directing the auctioneer not 
to accept the deposit or to allow the husband to sign the agreement. 

Cozens-Hanpy, J.—In point of law I think such an action as this can be 
maintained. A vendor who offers property for sale by auction on the 
terms of printed conditions can be made liable to a member of the public 
who accepts the offer, if those conditions be violated: see Warlow v. 
Harrison (8 W. R. 95, 1 Ell. & Ell. 295), Carlitt v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co. 
(41 W. R. 210; 1893, 1 Q. B. 256). Nor do I think that the Statute of 
Frauds would afford any defence to suchan action. The plaintiff is not suing 
on a contract to purchase land ; she is suing simply because her agent, in 
breach of the first and second conditions of sale, was not allowed 
to sign a contract which would have resulted in her becoming 
the purchaser of the land. I think this conclusion results from 
the decision of the Exchequer Qhamber in Warlow v. Harrison. 


That was not a case under section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, but the 
observations of Martin, B., at p. 317, as to section 17, seem to me to be 
applicable to the present case. It is therefore necessary to consider whether 
the facts proved have established a breach of the contract alleged by the 
plaintiff. [His lordship then referred to the evidence as to what took 

lace at the auction, continued :] These being the facts which I find 

o they entitle the plaintiff to relief? In my judgment they do not. i 
think the defendants were not bound to accept the cheque of Mr. Johnston, 
who was, and was} known by them to be, impecunious. Ido not think any 
custom has been proved to oblige vendors to receive the cheque even of a 
person in good credit, though it is, doubtless, usual todoso. And i 
no such custom could bind vendors to accept a cheque from a pauper. In my 
view it makes no difference that they were told that Mr. Johnston was 
buying for his wife. They were not bound to wait for cash until the next 
day. The second condition provided that the purchaser should ‘im- 
mediately after the sale’’ pay a deposit of £10 per cent. This meansa 
payment in cash. No such payment was made, and the defendants were 
under no obligation to sign the contract unless and until this condition 
precedent fae 9 fulfilled. The result is that the plaintiff’s action fails 
and must be dismissed with costs in the usual form, having regard to the 
fact that the plaintiff isa married woman.—CounsgL, Tindal Atkinson, 
Q.C., and F. P. Onslow; Eve, Q.C., A. R. Ingpen, and F. A. Milne, 
Soicrrors, 7. Allingham ; Sismey § Sismey. 

[Reported by N. Tessurr, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BROCK v. HARRISON. Div. Court. 1st May. 


Water Coumpany—Rate Parp* sy Owngr or Hovse—Damace to Pire— 
Liapmiry or Owngr—Warterworks Ciavszes Act, 1863, s. 17. 


Special case stated by the stipendiary magistrate for the district of the 
Staffordshire Potteries. An information was laid against the appellant by 
the respondent, who was the engineer of the Staffordshire Potteries Water- 
works Co., charging that the appellant being supplied with water by the 
company did unlawfully and negligently suffer a certain pipe to be out of 
repair so that the water supplied to her was wasted. Tne appellant was 
the owner of a house let to a tenant at a weekly rent amounting to less 
than £10 a year, including the use of water. The company supplied the 
house with water and the appellant, as owner, paid the rate as provided by 
section 72 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, and the appellaut’s name 
appeared in the company’s books asthe person liable to pay the rate. One 
of the pipes in the house got out of repair, causing a considerable waste of 
water. The tenant called the appellant’s notice to the leakage, but the 
appellant did nothing to repair it. The information against the appellant 
was laid under section 51 of the Staffordshire Potteries Waterworks Act, 
1853, which is to the same effect as section 17 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 
1863, and which provides that ‘‘ [f any person supplied with water shall 
wilfully or negligently do or suffer any act so that the water supplied 
to him by the company shall be wasted or the supply thereof im- 
properly increased, he shall forfeit for every such offence a cum not 
exceeding £5.’’ It was contended for the appellant that she was not the 
“‘person supplied with water’’ within the meaning of section 51, and 
that the oneclent paid for the supply only by reason of section 72 of the 
Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, and was, therefore, not liable to conviction. 
The magistrate held that the appellant was properly charged, that the 
offence had been proved, and he fined the appellant £5. 

Tue Covrr (Dartinc and CHannet, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding 
that the appellant came within the words ‘‘any person supplied with 
water’’ in section 51, although she might not be the only person supplied. 
—Covnset, Montague Lush ; Macmorran, Q.C., avd M. Shearman. Soxtct- 
tors, Purkis ¢ Co., for Sword § Son, Hanley; Knight § Son, Newcastle- 
under-Lyme. : 

(Reported by F. 0. Rosixsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. ». GLAMORGANSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL. Div. Court. 1st May. 


Loca Government—Riot—Emrtoyment or Troors—Cost or Hovsine 
AND MAINTENANCE. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained calling upon the County 
Council of Glamorgan to shew cause why a writ of mandamus should not 
issue to them to pay out of the county fund certain sums amounting in all 
to £2,503. These sums represented the expenses incurred by the 
prosecutors in maintaining soldiers who had been brought into the coun 
on the occasion of riots in connection with the late coal strike in Sou 
Wales. The iers were brought into the county from Devonport in 
pursuance of resolutions of the justices to the effect that owing to 
threatened disturbances it was necessary for military assistance to bs 
obtained in order to preserve peace and order. At some of the places to 
which the soldiers were brought the justices made arrangements for their 
maintenance and houring ao agreed to ey to the prosecutors in respect 
thereof a fixed sum per man per day. hen the prosecutors sent in their 
accounts to the Standing Joint Committee disputes aroce as to the amount 
due. Eventually a sub-committee of the Standing Joint Committee fixed 
a ecale upon which the Standing Joint Committee were willing to pay, and 
sums calculated upon this scale were tendered to the prosecutors. These 
sums were less than the amounts claimed by the prosecutors and were 
refused by them, and the ecutors. then obtained this rule for a 
mandamus to the county council to pay them the full amount claimed. 

Tux Court (Dantixe and Cuannett, JJ.) discharged the rule. 
Dax.ino, J., said that magistrates undoubtedly had the right to ask fox 
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the assistance of troops in circumstances such as had occurred in this | can under section 10 of the Licensing Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 94) obtain 


‘case. They had the same right to ask for the assistance of soldiers as 
they had to call on ordinary citizens to help in putting down a riot, but 
then it was contended that as the magistrates had that right, the county 
was bound to pay for the soldiers, who were in fact in these circumstances 
merely vitizens in red coats, although they could only act in quelling the 
riot. under the orders of their officers. There was, however, an entire 
absence of authority to suppoit the proporition put forward. Magistrates 
no doubt had often paid for the lodging and sustenance of troops, 
but no authority had been cited to shew that they were bound 
to do so. Ordinary citizens were not reimbursed for their 

ges, unless they were special constables, which case was expresely 
dealt with by a statute. There was, on the other hand, something in 

the nature of authority against the proposition. By the statute of 2 
Henry 5, it was provided that as soon as there was knowledge of a riot 
the king’s writ was to be sent to the justices of the peace and the sheriff or 
under-sheriff of the county, and they were to execute their offices at the 

8 costs, ‘‘ whereof the sheriff upon his account in the Exchequer may 
have due allowance.’’ It was true there was no standing army in those 
days, but there were feudal tenants bound to perform military service, not, 
however, euch services as these, and the services called for under the 
statute in question were exactly the same as those performed by the troops 
in this case, and the Crown would bear the cost. There being no 
authority to shew that the county was bound to bear these expenses, the 
rule must be discharged. 

CranszLL, J., concurred. Rule discharged.—Covnset, Asquith, Q.C., 
and H. L. Stephen ; C. A. Russell, Q.C., and 8. G. Lushington. Soxtcrrors, 
Cheston § Sons ; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Linton § Kenshole, Aberdare. 

{Reported by F. O, Rouixsoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


EATON +. TAPLEY. Div. Court. 27th April. 


Covnty Covrnt—Psractice—Norticr or Sratvtory Derence—-SrarcTE oF 
Lparatioxs— Cocnty Covrr Rugs, 1889, 1895, orp. X., rr.'14a, 18a. 


The point was raised in this case whether in a county court, having 
regard to ord. 10, r. 18a, of the County Court Rules, a notice in the form 
954 was a sufficient notice of defence under a statute of limitations. The 
action was brought for mouey lent. One of the defences was that the 
debt was barred by the statute of limitations. The defendant filed a notice 
under ord. 10, r. 10, of the County Court Rules in the form 95a, which is as 
follows: ‘‘ Notice of special defence [statute of limitations]. Take notice 
that the defendant intends at the hearing of this action to give in evidence 
and rely upon the following grgund of defence. That the claim 
for which the defendant is summioned is barred by a statute of limita- 
tions."’ Ord. 10, r. 14a, of the County Court Rules, which is a rule made 
in 1895, is as follows: ‘‘ Ord. 10, r. 14, and the third paragraph of form 95, 
are hereby annulled ; and where a defendant intends to rely on the defence 
of any etatute of limitations, his statement shall be according to the 
form 95a in the appendix."’ Rule 14 of the rules of 1889, which is here 
referred to, was as follows: ‘‘ When the defendant intends to rely on the 
defence of any statute of limitations, he shall in his statement specify the 
date from which he alleges that the statute began to run’’; and the third 
paragraph of form ‘5 in the rules of 1889 was as follows : ‘‘ That the claim for 
which the defendant is summoned is barred by a statute of limitations [here 
set forth the statate and the date from which it began to run].’’ Ord. 10, 
r. 182, is as follows: ‘‘ When in any action the defendant relies upon any 

defence, or any defence of which he is required by any statute to 
give notice, he shall in his statement set forth the year, chapter, and 
section of the statute, or the short title thereof, and the icular matter 
upon which he relies.” The county court judge held that the defendant’s 
notice was msufficient, and, finding against him on the other defences, 
gave judgment for the plaintiff. The defendant appealed. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the plaintiff that the form was insufficient, inasmuch 
as it did not comply with rule 184. Brutton v. Branson (1898, 2 Q. B. 219) 
and Pullen v. Snelus (48 L. J. (2. B. 394) were relied on. 

Tue Covet (Lord Rvssext or Kitiowey, C.J., and Darinc and 
— JJ. allowed the appeal and remitted the case to the county 
court. 


Lord Rvsseit or Kittowex, C.J., said that he based his judgment upon | 


the construction of the rules of 1895 as compared with those of 1889. 
Under ord. 10, r. 14, of the rules of 1889 there was an obligation to eet 
out what the statute of limitation was and the date from which it began 
to run. That was the state of thing: when the rules were re-fr: in 
1895. Rule 14a was in substitution of rule 14, and annulled it. A new 
form was provided. If the matter stood there, the question would be too 
clear for argument. But how was the form to be reconciled with rule 18a’ 
In this way. Out of the operation of rule 18a cases provided for in rule 
4a were to be excepted. Tne judge was therefore wrong in holding that 
the defendant had not complied with the rules. 

Danisse and Cuanxeii, JJ., concurred. — Covnser, Lochnis; Sims 
Wilham:. Sovutrons, Rowcliffe, Rawle, & Co., for A. EB. Whittingham, 
Nantwich; Colman 4 Knight. 

[Reported by C. G. Wiezanax, Barrister-at-Law.} 


WILLIAMS (Appellant) McDONALD (Respondent). Div. Court. 


2nd May. 
Licessse Acis—Sarr Denise Parontestey HMovus—Tuavecten sy Raw- 
woab—Lacessise Act, 1872 (35 & 86 Vict. c. 94) 5. 25—Licensixe Act, 


lsi4 (37 & 3B Vict. c. 49) s. 10. 

Special case stated by the justices cf the peace for the county cf 
Glamorgan titting at a court of summary juriediction im the petty vesrtonal 
diviton of Atereym, the question rated xing whether a railway traveller 


refreshment during reg omens hours at arailway buffet even though he 
only travels by train for the purpose of obtaining a drink. The facts were 
as follows: On the 8th of November, 1898, an information was laid 
by the respondent, Alexander McDonald, a police inspector, charging 
the appellant, Edward Willams, for that he on the 6th of November, 1898, 
by falsely representing himself to bea traveller, unlawfully did obtain from 
the Rhondda and Swansea Bay Railway Co. at their refreshment rooms at 
Cymmer railway station certain intoxicating liquor—to wit, beer—in 
contravention of the provisions of section 10 of the Licensing Act, 1874. 
The appellant appeared before the aforesaid justices, who after having the 
evidence convicted the said appellant of the said offence under section 10 
of the Licensing Act, 1874, and fined him in the sum of three shillings and 
costs. The facts proved or admitted and found by the justices were as 
follows: («) The Rhondda and Swansea Bay Railway Uo. were all at 
material times duly licensed to sell intoxicating liquor in and upon their 
refreshment rooms at the station at Cymmer aforesaid. (+) Oo Sunday, 
the said 6th of November, 1898, the appellant was in the said refreshment 
rooms at the station aforesaid at 9.40 a.m. and represented that he 
intended to depart from the said Cymmer station by railroad to 
Blaengwynfi, another station on the Rhondda Swansea Bay Railway two 
miles distant from Cymmer station, and asked for and obtained from the 
servant of the company in charge of the said rooms a glass of beer. The 
appellant then had and produced to the respondent at his request a ticket 
from the said Cymmer station to the raid Blaengwynfi station and he did 
in fact depart from the said Cymmer station by the train leaving for 
Blaengwynfi aforesaid at 9.48 a.m. (c) The place where the appellant 
lodged during the night previous to the said 6th of November was 
within three miles of the said refreshment rooms. (d) The appellant was 
not a bond fide traveller at the time he entered the said refreshment rooms 
and obtained the said glass of beer and obtained his said ticket and 
entered the train as aforesaid for the purpose of obtaining intoxicating 
liquor at the said refreshment rooms before starting. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the appellant that as he was a person intending to 
depart by train he was entitled to ask for and be supplied with the 
said glass of beer as aforesaid, and that the provision as to bond 
fide travellers in the said 10th section of the Licensing Act, 1874, 
did not apply to this case; and also that upon the said facts 
he had not committed any offence against the provisions of the said 10th 
section and could not be prosecuted or convicted under such section or 
under section 25 of the Licensing Act, 1872. The justices were of opinion 
and determined sgainst the said contention, that inasmuch as the appellant 
had lodged within three miles of the said refreshment rooms during the 
previous night he was not a bond fide traveller, and that he obtained his 
ticket and departed by the train for the purpose as aforesaid of obtaining 
intoxicating liquor before starting, and that he had no right to ask for and 
to be supplied with the said beer, and that on the facts stated he was 
guilty in law of the offence charged, and they convicted and fined him as 
aforesaid. By the Licensing Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s. 25, it 
is provided that ‘‘every person who by falsely representing himself to be 
a traveller or a lodger buys or obtains, or attempts to buy or obtain, at 
any premises any intoxicating liquor during the period during which such 
premises ate closed in pursuance of this Act shall be liable to a penalty 
not exceeding £5” Section 10 of the Licensing Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. 
c. 49), provides that nothing in that Act contained as to hours of closing 
shall “‘ preclude the sale at any time at a railway station of intoxicating 
liquors to persons arriviug at or departing from such station by railroad. 

For the appellant it was now argued that he was a person departing from 
a station, and came within the exception in section 10, and that the 
provision as toa man being a bond fide traveller for three miles did not 
apply to him, as he was a railway traveller, and the following cases 
were cited: Fisher v. Howard (13 W. R. 145, 34 L. J. M. C. 42), Peache v. 
Coleman (14 W. R. 349, L. R.1C. P. 324). For the respondent it was 
contended that he was not a traveller and did not come within the 
exemption. The mere fact that he departed by the train would not make 
him a traveller. The case of Tenn v. Alexander (41 W. R. 392; 1898, 





1 Q. B. 522) was cited. 
Tue Covet (Dantinc and Cuanne.1, JJ.) allowed the appeal. ; 
Daxuixe, J., in giving judgment, said the appellant went to the railway 
station and took a ticket during closing time and departed by the train. 
| The magistrates said he took the ticket and entered the train simply for 
| the p se of obtaining refreshment. He was charged under section 25 
| of the Licensing Act of 1872 with falsely representing himself to be a 
| traveller. If that were so section 10 of the Act of 1874 would not protect 
|bim. But in this case he did actually depart by the train. It was argued 
that he was not a genuine traveller nor a traveller at all, because he was 
only travelling in order to obtain refreshment. The Act, however, did not 
provide that he must be travelling on business, and it could not be 
| said that he ceased to be a traveller because he took a drink at either or 
| both ends of the journey. Whatever was his motive he did actually 
| depart from the station, thesehors he was not a person falsely representing 
| himself to be a traveller. The conviction was wrong. ‘ : 
| Cuanxnews, J., in giving judgment, said the paraggaph in section 10 
| must be read as meaning that persons arriving at or ce way! from 4 
| station by train came within the exemption. If the appellant were not a 
person arriving at or departing from « tation by railroad he would not be 
a traveller at all. If the magistrate: had found that the appellant never 
intended departing by train until the inspector asked for his ticket the 
conviction might be right. But they had not found so, and the conviction 
must therefore be quashed. Appeal allowed.—Counsri, S. T. Evans ; 
Elton Bankes, ®urscrtons, Sharpe, Parker, § Oo., for Cuthbertson § Lowell, 
, Neath ; Norris, Allens, § Chapman, fox Tennant § Jones, Aberavon. 


i [Reported by E. G. Srinuwair, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COUNTY COURTS, ENGLAND. 
Procedure. 
Tus County Court Rutes (May) 1899, pargp Arr 18, 1899. 
ORDER XXV. 
ENFORCEMENT OF JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 


Order XXV., rule 7, is hereby annulled, and the following rule shall 
stand in lieu thereof :— 

29. Order XXV., ruleTa. Where default made execution may issue. 51 § 52 
Vict. c. 43, 8. 149.J Where a defendant has made default in payment of 
the whole amount awarded by the judgment, or where the judgment was 
for payment by instalments of an instalment thereof, a warrant of execu- 
tion may issue against his goods without leave; and such execution shall 
be for the whole amount of the judgment and costs then remaining 
unsatisfied, or, in the case of an order for payment by instalments, for 
such portion thereof as the Court shall order, either at the time of making 
the original order or at any subsequent time. 
$30. Order XXV., rule 12c (1). Inventory and notice of sale of goods removed 
under execution.| Where goods taken in execution are removed, the high 
bailiff shall give to the defendant a sufficient inventory of the goods so 
removed, and shall also give to the defendant notice in writing, signed by 
the high bailiff, of the time when and place where such goods will be 
sold. Such inventory and notice shall be given jto the defendant per- 
sonally, or sent to him by post to his place of residence, if known, or if 
such residence is not known, they shall be left at or sent by post addressed 
to the defendant at the place from which the goods are removed. The 
inventory shall be given or sent at the time of or immediately after the 
removal of the goods: and the notice shall be given or sent at least 
twenty-four hours before the time fixed for the sale. 

31. Order XXV., rule 12e. Account of sale under execution.| Where goods 
are sold in execution, the high bailiff shall, on the request of the 
defendant, furnish him with a detailed account in writing of the sale, and 
of the application of the proceeds thereof. 

32. Amendment of Order XXV., rule 16.] The following words shall be 
added at the end of Order XXV., rule 16 :— 

Such copy shall state the date on which the last payment into Court, 
if any, under such judgment or order was made, or if no payment into 
Court has been made, the date upon which default was made; and the 
issue of a judgment summons under this Rule shall be subject to the 
provisions of Rule 144 or Rule 15 cf this Order, as the case may be. 

33. Amendment of Order XXV., rule17.] The following words shall be 
added at the end of Order XXV., rule 17 :— 

The issue of a judgment summons under this Rule shall be subject to 
the provisions of Rule 14) of this Order in cases to which that Rule 
applies ; but Rule 15 of this Order shall not apply to the issue of a judg- 
ment summons under this Rule. 

Order XXV., rule 21, is hereby annulled, and the followivg Rule shall 
stand in lieu thereof :— ‘ 

34. Order XXV., rule 21a. Adjournment.|) The hearing of a judgment 
summons may, by leave of the Judge, be adjourned from time to time, 
and the provisions of Order XII., Rule 16, shall apply to any such 
adjournment. 

35. Order XXV., rule 38aa (1). Costs to solicitor on judgment summons 
under £10.| A fee not exceeding five shillings may, if the Judge thinks fit, 
be allowed under Order XXV., rule 38aa (Rule 13 of the County Court 
Rules, 1895), where the amount for which the judgment summons issues 
does not exceed ten pounds. 


ORDER XXXIII. 


Actions on Marrers Remirrep rrom on TRANSFERRED TO THE HicHu 
Court or JUSTICE. 

Order XXXIII., rules 9, 9a, and 10a, are hereby annulled, and the 
following Rules shall stand in lieu thereof :— 

36, Order XXXIII., rule9 (1). Claimant to lodge order of the High Court 
transferring proceedings under 47 § 48 Viet. c. 61. 8.17. Entry for hearing.] 
Where a proceeding by way of interpleader has been transferred to a County 
Court under the powers given by section seventeen of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, 1884, the claimant shall within the time (if any) limited by 
the order transferring the proceeding, orif no time is so limited, then within 
seven days from the date of euch order, lodge with the trar the order 
transferring the proceeding, or a duplicate or copy thereof, under the seal 
of the High Court, together with oflice copies of all affidavits used on the 
application to the High Cvurt, end a copy of the issue, if any, directed to 
be delivered between the parties by any order of the High Court, and also 
4 statement in writing setling forth the names and addresses of the 
several parties to such proceeding, and their solicitors, if any, and stating 
concisely the nature of the proceeding transferred, together with a request 
to enter the eame for hearing. If the claimant shall fail to lodge such 
documents and request within the time limited as aforesaid, any other part; 
to the proceeding, or the sheriff, may lodge the same. The trar shall 
thereupon enter the proceeding for hearing, and shull give notice of the 
day, time, and i for the hearing of the proceeding to the parties, 
and where the order is made on an interpleader summons issued at the 
instance of the sheriff, to the London agent of the under-sheriff, by post 
cr otherwise, ten clear days before such day, unless any shorter notice be 
directed in the order transferring the proceeding, or by the Judge or 
registrar as hereinafter provided. 


8T. Order XNUIT,, vule 9a (1). Claimant to lodye two copies of particulars 


leader summons issued at the instarice of the sheriff, the claimant shall 
Eve clear days at least before the day fixed for the hearing of the pro- 
ceeding (unless such time be reduced as hereinafter provided), lodge with 
the registrar two copies of the particulars of any goods or chattels alleged 
to be the property of the claimant, and of the grounds of his claim; and. 
the registrar forthwith send by post to the execution creditor or his 
solicitor one of the copies of such particulars: Provided that by consent 
of all parties, or without such consent if the Judge shall so direct, the 
interpleader claim may be tried, although this rule has not been complied 

ith 


with. 

38. Order XXXIII., rule 10a (1). Mode of trial of interpleader transferred 
from High Court 47 § 48 Vict. c. 61, 8.17.) Amy proceeding by way of inter- 
pleader transferred from the High Court to a County Court tried in 
such manner and under such conditions as may be prescribed by the order- 
directing such transfer. In the event of no ctions as to the manner 
and conditions of trial being given in such order, any of the parties. to the 
proceeding (or the sheriff, where the order is made on an interpleader- 
summons Seant at his instance,) may apply to the Judge or registrar of 
the court to which the proceeding is transferred f 
mode of trial or as to any proceeding with reference to the property seized, 
and subject to any such directions the proceeding shall be tried by the 
Judge without a jury, and the ordinary procedure on the trial of an action 
8 apply. 

39. Sar XXXIIZ., rule 10aa. Provisions for interim custody of goods, and 
for expediting hearing.| (1) Iu particular, where the order directing such 
transfer directs the sheriff to withdraw from possession on payment 
of any sum by the claimant, and in default of such payment to 
sell the goods seized, but provides that such directions for sale shall be 
subject to any order which may before the goods are sold be made by the 
County Court, directing the sheriff to remain in possession of the Ss or 
to hand over possession thereof to the high of the County Court, any 
party to the deny or the sheriff, may, on notice to the other parties 
to the proceeding, and (where notice is given by one of the parties) to the 
London agent of the under-sheriff, apply to the Judge or registrar 
under Rule lla of Order XII. to postpone the sale, and to expedite 
the hearing of the proceeding; and the Judge or registrar may 
thereupon order the sheriff to remain in possession of the eee 
until the hearing, or to hand over possession thereof to the h 
bailiff of the court, instead of proceeding to a sale, upon such 
terms as to possession money or other charges as may be prescribed by the 
order directing the transfer, or, if no such terms are prescribed, upon such 
terms as may be just and reasonable ; and the Judge or registrar may also 
rR the hearing. ; : 

2.) For the purpose of expediting the hearing of any such proceeding 
as aforesaid, the following provisions shall have effect : : 

(a.) The Judge or registrar may fix an early —— the hearing, and 
may for that p reduce the length of notice of hearing required 
required by Rule 9 (1) of this order, and the time before the hearing 
fixed by Rule 9a (1) for the filing of particulars. 

(b.) The Judge may also order the hearing to take place at any con- 
venient court of which he is the Judge. 

(c.) On the day, time, and place for the hearing being fixed, the 
registrar of the court in which the proceeding is pending shall 
forthwith give notice thereof to the parties in accordance with 
Rule 9 (1), together with notice of the time within which particulars 
ywhere the h to take place at another court, th 

d. ere the hearing is e at another court, the registrar 

' de the court in which the upavoliinte is pending shall forthwith send 
notice to the of such other court that the Judge has 
ordered the hearing to take place there; and he shall in sufficient 
time before the hearing transmit the — to the regi of the 
court at which the hearing is to take place, who 1 act at the 
hearing for such first mentioned registrar, and shall, after the 
hearing, return the papers to him, with a minute of the order 
made; and such order shall be settled, sealed, filed, entered, and 
proceeded on in the court in which the proceeding is pending, in 
like manner as if the saggy hen taken place there. 

40. Order XXXITI., rule lla. if'’s charges}. No order made by the 
Court in any proceeding by way of interpleader transferred from the High 
Court shall prejudice or affect the rights of the sheriff to any proper 
charges ; A the Judge shall make such orders as may be just with respect 
to any such charges; but such charges shall be ultimately borne, as 
between the parties to the proceeding, in such manner as the Judge shall 
direct. 

41. Order XXXIIL., rule 116. High bailif’’s charges.) Where any goods 

are handed over to the high bailiff in pursuance of any such order as afore- 

said, he shall hold and dispose of the same in accordonce with the directions 
contained in such order, or in any subsequent order made in the proceed- 
ing; and he shall be allowed for keeping possession of such goods such 
reasonable charges, not exceeding those which might be made by the 
sheriff, as the Judge made order, and for a sale of such goods, if he is 
directed to seil the same, the same charges as are allowed on a sale under 
an execution issued by tte County Court; and such charges sball be 
ultimately borne, as between the parties to the proceeding, in such manner 
as the Judge shall direct. 

ORDER XXNXIXz. 

Apurratty Actions. 
Order XXXIXu., rules 8¢@ and 84 (Rules 30 and 31 of the County Court 
Rule», 1895), Rules 22, 23, 37 to 39, 43, and 48 to 50, and Forms 319« and 


3200 (in the Appendix to the County Court Rules, 1895), the words in 
brackets at the end of Form 328, and Forms 330 and 331, are hereby 





and grounds of claim. Form 180.] Where the order is made on an inter- 


apnulled, and the following Rules and Forms shall stand in lieu thereof >— 


or directions as to the - 
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Particulars and Summons. 


42. Order XXXIXb., rule 8a (1). Particulars.| A plaintiff desiring to 
institute an Admiralty action shall, where the claim is of a liquidated 
nature, and may in any other action, file with the precipe particulars of 
his claim, with, in an action in rem, a copy thereof for service, and in an 
action in personam, as many copies thereof as there are defendants to be 
served. If the proceedings are commenced by a solicitor, the particulars 
must be signed in accordance with Order VI., Rule 10a (Rule 12 of the 
County Court Rules, 1892), otherwise the costs of such particulars shall 
not be allowed. 

43. Order XXXIXb., rule 8b (1). Summons. Forms 319a (1), 320a (1).] 
Immediately upon the filing of the precipe the registrar shall enter a 
plaint and issue a summons according to the form 3192 (1) or the form 
3204 (1) in the appendix, for service by the solicitor should the proceedings 
have been commenced by a solicitor, or by the bailiff of the court. Where 
particulars are filed they shall be annexed to the summons before service, 
and shall be deemed to be part thereof. 


Appearance in Admiralty Actions. 


44, Order XXXIXb., rule 22a. Setting down for hearing, and notice 
thereof. Form 325.] Where an appearance has been entered, any party 
may apply to have the action ret down for hearing, and it shall be set 
down accordingly, either o:\ » day appointed for the transaction of the 


business «: .he court, or on a day appointed by the 
Judge on ap tion made pursuant to Rule 3 of this Order; and the 
registrar shall forthwith give to each party in the action a notice under 


the seal of the court, stating the day upon which the action has been 
directed by the Judge to be heard. 

45. Order XXXINXOb., rule 23a. Procedure in default of appearance. Form 
325.] Where no appearance has been entered within the time limited by 
the summons, then— 

(1.) If the claim is for salvage or towage, and is not a claim of a 
liquidated nature, and is not a claim for damages, the plaintiff may, 
on filing an affidavit of due service of the summons, apply to have 
the action set down for hearing, and it shall be set down accordingly, 
either on aday appointed for the transaction of the ordinary general 
business of the court, or on a day appointed by the Judge on 
application made by the plaintiff; and the registrar shall forthwith 
give to the plaintiff a notice under the seal of the court, stating the 
day upon which the action has been directed to be heard ; 

(2.) Im any other case, the plaintiff may apply to have the action eet 
down for hearing ; or he shall, on filing an affidavit of due service of 
the summons, be at liberty to sign final judgment for the amount 
named in the particulars in claims of a liquidated nature, with 
costs to be taxed by the registrar, or interlocutory judgment with 
costs to be taxed in actions for damages, and in the latter event 
the damages shall be assessed by the registrar under the rules pro- 

vided for the assessment of damages. 


Enforcement of Orders. 


46. Order XXXIXb., rule 37a. Enforcement of judgment in personam. 

[ Conf. 31 $ 32 Vict. c. 71, s.12.] Forms 3302, 33la.} Where a judgment 
or order has been obtained in an action in personam, such judgment or 
order may be enforced against the defendant in the same manner as 
judgments or orders of the court are enforced in ordinary actions. 
47. Order XXXIXb., rule 37h. Emforcement of judgment in rem, where 
vessel or property released. Forms 330a, 331a.] Where a judgment or order 
has been obtained in an action in rem in which the vessel or property to 
which the action relates has been released, such judgment or order may 
be enforced against the parties giving bail and their securities, or against 
the amount paid into court, as the case may be. 
48. Order XXXIXb., rule 3ic. Enforcement of judgment in rem, where 
cessel or property not released.| Where a judgment or order has been ob- 
tained in an action in rem in which the vessel or property to which the 
action relates has not been released, the Court may, by the judgment or 
order, or by subsequent order, order the vessel or property to be taken and 
sold in execution, subject to the provisions hereinafter contained. 
49. Order XXXIXb., rule 31d. Proceedings where owners are known. 
Provisions for protection of persons having interest who are not before the court. 
Forms 331, 331c.) Where at the time when the judgment or order is 
i the owners of the veseel or property are known, the vessel or 
property may be arrested and detained under the provisions of section 
twenty-two of the County Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 [31 & 
32 Vict. c. 71, 8. 22], or kept in arrest if already arrested ; and the Court 
may, with or without notice to the owners, order such vessel or property 
to be taken and sold in execution. 
Provided that, in the case of a British-owned vessel, before any crder for 
sale is made, the adverse party shall deliver to the registrar a prxcipe, with 
a certified of the ship’s register: and if the names of any perzons 
who are not e the court —— on the register as having an interést 
in the versel, the registrar shall issue to the solicitor, if such precipe is 
detivered through a solicitor, or to the bailiff, for service on such persons 
in accordance with Rule 392 of this Order, a notice of the judgment cr 
order, stating thereon that if such persons do not within seven clear days 
from the day of service desiver a precipe to the registrar applying for a 
re-hearing of the action, the v<ssel or property to which the action relates 
will be and sold in execution. 
50. Order XXXIXb., rule Bic. Proceedings where owners are unknown.) 
Where at the time when the judgment or order is obtained the owners of 
the veseel or propesty are unknown, the vessel or property shall not be 
taken or eold in ¢x cation in the first instance, but it may be arrested and 


Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 [31 & 82 Vict. c. 71, s. 22], or kept under 
arrest if already arrested. 

51. Order XXXIXb., rule 38a. Proceedings on discovery of unknown owners. 
Forms 331d, 331e.] Where the owners of the vessel or property are 
subsequently ascertained, the adverse party may deliver to the registrar 
a precipe stating the names, addresses, and descriptions of such owners, 
with, if the vessel be a British-owned vessel, a certified copy of the ship’s 
register : and thereupon the registrar shall issue to the solicitor, if such 
precipe 1s delivered through a solicitor, or to the bailiff, for service on the 
owners, and, in the case of a British-owned vessel, on the other persons, 
if any, whose names appear on the ship’s register as having an interest in 
the vessel, a notice of the judgment or order, stating thereon that if the 
owners or other persons, if any, appearing to have an interest in the vessel 
do not within seven clear days from the day of service deliver a precipe 
to the registrar applying for a re-hearing of the action, the vessel or 
property to which the action relates will be taken and sold in execution. 
52. Order XXXIX6., rule 39a. Service of notice on owners or persons having 
interest.| The notice in the last preceding rule mentioned shall be served 
personally upon the owners and upon the other persons, if any, whose 
names appear (n the ship’s register as having an interest in the vessel, 
unless the Judge or registrar shall upon facts duly verified upon affidavit 
allow of substituted service. 

53. Order XXXIXO6., rule 39). Proceedings where unknown owners cannot 
be ascertained. Forms 331f, 331g. [Conf. Order XXXIXb., Rule 20. Order 
LI., Rule 6.}) When the owners of the vessel or property cannot be 
ascertained, the Judge or registrar may, on an affidavit shewing grounds, 
make an order directing notice of the judgment or order to be given, by 
advertisement or otherwise, to the owners of and all persons claiming to 
have an interest in the vessel or property to which the action relates, 
together with a notice informing such owners and persons that if they 
do not within a time to be limited by the order and specified in the notice 
(which shall be less than ten clear days from the date of the publication of 
the notice) deliver a preecipe to the registrar applying for a pepe. I of 
the action, the vessel or property to which the action relates will be taken 
and sold in execution. 
54. Order XXXIXb., rule 39ce. Application for re-hearing, and proceedings 
thereon. Form 331h. Costs before rehearing.) Any person served with or 
receiving notice under any of the five preceding rules, and desiring to 
apply for a re-hearing of the action as owner of or a person claiming to 
have an interest in the vessel or property, may within the time limited by 
the notice apply for a re-hearing by filing a precipe and entering an 
appearance in accordance with the a of this Order as to appear- 
ance; and thereupon the action shall be set down for re-hearing, and shall 
proceed in the same manner as an action in which appearance is entered 
within the time limited by the summons. ‘The costs of the plaintiff 
incurred prior to the entry of appearance shall be in the discretion of the 
Judge, and shall be dealt with on the re-hearing as the Judge shall direct. 
55. Order XXXIXb., rule 39d. Order for sale in default of application for 
re-hearing.| If no appearance is entered within the the time limited by the 
notice, the Judge or registrar may order the vessel or property to which 
the action relates to be taken and sold in execution. 


Execution against Vessel or Property. 


56. Order XXXIXb., rule 39e. Form of warrant for sale of vessel ov property. 
Forms 331i, 331/.] Where pursuant to these Rules the Court orders any 
vessel or property to be taken and sold in execution, the registrar shall, on 
a ones being filed by the plaintiff, issue a warrant of execution accord- 
ing to the form 331k in the Appendix. 

57. Order XXXIXb., rule 43a. Costs of obtaining order for sale, and of 
execution.] The costs incurred by the plaintiff in obtaining an order 
directing any vessel or property to be taken and sold in execution, and in 
suing out execution, to be taxed by the registrar, shall be allowed and be 
recoverable against the vessel of property taken in execution. 


Tenders. 


58. Order XXXIXb., rule 48a. Provisions of Order 1X. as to payment into 
court not to apply.) The provisions of Order IX. as to payment into court 
ehall not apply to Admiralty actions; but in lieu thereof the following 
provisions shall apply. 

59. Order XXXIXb., rule 48). Tender. Form 333a.) (1.) A party 
desiring to make a tender shall give notice to the adveree party of the 
terms and amount of the tender, and shall deliver a priccipe and pay the 
amount of the tender into court. 

(2.) A tender may be made and money paid into court— 

iB either in respect of the whole of the claim of the adverse party, or 
in respect of any part thereof : 

(4) with or without costs : 

(c) with or without a denial of liability ; and 

(d) with or without a notice of defence on the ground of tender before 
action brought. 

(3.) The precipe shall state whether the tender is made in respect of the 
whole of the claim or in respect of part only thereofy and if it is made in 
respect of part only of the claim, such part shall be specified in the 

recipe. 

(4.) If the tender is made with costs, the prwcipe shall specify what 
amount is paid in respect of the claim and what amount in respect of costs. 

(5.) If the tender is accompanied by a denial of liability, that fact shall 
be stated in the . 

(6.) If the tender is accompanied by notice of defence on the ground of 
tender before action brought, notice of such defence shall be given in the 





detamed under the provisions of rection twenty-two of the County Courts 


pracipe. ~ 
60. Order XXXIXb., rule 48c. Notice of payment into court. Form 8330.) 
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The registrar shall, witnin twenty-four hours from the time of any pay- 
ment made into court pursuant to the preceding rule, send to the adverse 
party notice thereof, together with a copy of the precipe accompanying 
such payment. 

61. Order XXXIXb., rule 4Ga. Notice of acceptance or rejection of tender. 
Form 333¢.] Within forty-eight hours of the receipt of notice of any such 
payment into court, the adverse party shall send to the registrar and to 
the party making the payment, by post, or leave at the office of the 
registrar and at the dwelling or place of business of such party, a notice 
stating whether he accepts or rejects the tender; and if he fail to do £0, 
he shall be deemed to have rejected it. 

62. Order XXXIXb., rule 59a. Acceptance of tender in respect of whole 
claim. _ Costs.] “Where a party accepts a tender in respect of the whole of 
his claim, he shall, unless the tender is accompanied by notice of defence 
on the ground of tender before action brought, be entitled to take the 
amount of such tender out of court, and shall be entitled to his costs of 
action; and 

(a) if payment into court was made without costs, he shall be at 
liberty to tax his costs, and obtain and enforce an order for 
payment thereof ; 

(0) if payment into court was made with costs, he may either accept 
and take out of court the amount paid in respect of costs, or tax his 
costs and obtain and enforce an order for payment of the amount 
by which such costs when taxed exceed the amount paid in respect 
of costs; but if the amount so paid exeeeds the amountof such 
costs when taxed, the balance thereof, after payment of the taxed 
costs, shall be repaid to the party making the tender. 

63. Order XXXIX6., rule 50b. Acceptance of tender in respect of part of 
claim. Costs.] Where a party accepts a tender in respect of part of his 
claim only, he shall, unless the tender is accompanied by notice of defence 
on the ground of tender before action brought, be entitled to his costs in 
respect of the amount £0 accepted up to the time of notice of acceptance ; 
but the amount so accepted shall not be paid out of court, nor shall such 
costs be taxed or payable until the action is disposed of, and the Court 
may order any costs awarded to the party making the tender to be set off 
against such amount and costs. 

64, Order XXXIXb., rule 50c. Acceptance of tender when accompanied by 
defence of tender before action. Costs.) Where a party accepts a tender 
accompanied by notice of defence on the ground of tender before action 
brought, he shall not be entitled to take out of court the amount so 
accepted, nor to any costs, without the order of the Court ; and the Court 
may make such order as may be just as to the costs of either party, and as 
to the set off of any costs awarded to the party making the tender against 
the amount paid into court. 

65. Order XXXIX6., rule 50d. Where tender accompanied by denial of 
liability isnot accepted. Costs.) Where a tender is accompanied by a denial 
of liability, and the adverse party does not give notice that he accepts the 
tender in accordance with Rule 49a of this Order, such party may never- 
theless accept the tender (whether he has previously given notice of rejec- 
tion or not) at any time before the action is called on and the case is 
opened, subject to the payment of any costs which may ang Beg 
reasonably incurred by the party making the tender since the date of 
payment into court, and which may be allowed by the Court. In any 
other case the money shall not be paid out until the action is disposed 
of; and if the adverse party recovers less than the amount paid into 
court, the balance of such amount shall be repaid to the party making 
the tender, unless the Court otherwise orders, and the Court may order 
any costs awarded to such party to be set off against the amount 
recovered by the adverse party; and if the party making the tender 

succeeds, the whole amount paid into court shall be repaid to him, 
unless the Court otherwise orders. 


ORDER XLIV. 
Tue Emptoyens’ Lianmiry Acr, 1880. 


66. Amendment of Order XLIV., Rule 1, as to time of delivery of summons 
for service.] The words ‘‘ thirty-tive clear days’’ and “thirty-eight clear 
days” respectively shall be substituted for the words “thirty-two 
clear days’* and “thirty-five clear days” respectively in Rule 1 of 
Order XLLV. 

ORDER La. 


Costs. 


67. Order La., rule 22. Amendinent of item 43 as to copies.) Item 43 shall 
be read and have effect as if the words “‘or for use in court when counsel 
not employed ’’ were inserted therein after the word “‘ brief.’’ 

68. Order La., rule 33. Costs under Rivers Pollution Prevention Acts. 39 § 40 
Viet.c. 75. 56 § 57 Veet. 31.) (1.) Proceedings under the Rivers Pol- 
Pm Prevention Acts, 1876 and 1893, shall be within Rule 7 of this 

er, 

(2.) If the Judge certifies in writing that any such proceedings involved 
some novel or diflicult point of law, or that the question litigated wa; of 
importance to some class or body of persons, or was of general or public 
luterest, and the costs are taxed under Column OC, the following provisions 
shall apply :— 

(4) The fees allowable under items 70 to 73 may be increased, at the 
discretion of the registrar, subject to review by the Judge, or by 
special order of the Judge under Rule 7 of this Order, to any sums 
not exceeding the following, that is to say :— 

Item 70 may be increased to oe -- £5 @ 
Items 71 to 73 may be increased to oo £8 3 0 

(6) Reasonable fees may be allowed to counsel in excess of those men- 
tioned in items 85 to 94 in respect of the matters referred to in such 
items, and where more counsel than one are retained, reasonable 





fees may be allowed to such additional counsel, and for consulta- 
tions, and to solicitors for additional briefs and attendances on 
counsel with the same, and for appointing and attending consulta- 
tions ; and reasonable fees may also be allowed for plans, charts, 
or models in excess of those mentioned in item 95, and aleo reason- 
able additional allowances to expert and scientific witnesses for 
qualifying to give evidence and attending the court on the trial, at 
the a in each case —o in this raph, of os 
registrar, subject to review by the Judge, or ial order of the 
Judge under Rule 7 of this Order. iti 
(3.) Where proceedings are taken under the said Acts for which no 
provision is made by the scales of costs, reasonable costs may be allowed 
in respect of such proceedings by the registrar, subject to review by the 
Judge, not exceeding those which may under the soales or this Rule be 
allowed in respect of proceedings of a nature. 


ORDER LI. 
GENERAL Provisions. 


69. Order LI, rule 24a. Duplicate of warrant, §c., lost or destroyed.) In 
the event of any warrant, order or other document issued by the Court 
being lost or destroyed, a duplicate thereof may be issued from time to 
time upon proof, by affidavit or otherwise, to the satisfaction of the registrar, 
of such loss or destruction, 


[ There is a long Appendix of Forms. 


We, Alfred Martineau, Henry J. Stonor, Richard ington, William L. 
Selfe, and William Cecil Smyly, being Judges of County Courts appointed 
to frame Rules and Orders for regulating the Practice of the Courts and 


Forms of Proceedings therein, never by virtue of the powers vested in us 
in this behalf framed the foregoing Rules and Orders, do hereby certify the 
same under our hands, and submit them to the Lord Chancellor accord- 
ingly. 

Atrrep Marrrgav. 

Henny J. Sronon. 

Ricnarp HarincTon. 

Ws. L. Setre. 

Wri Ceci Suyty. 


‘Signed) 


Approved, 
(Signed) Hatssvury, C. 
Russe.t or Kittowex, L.C.J. 
F. H. Jevne, P. 
A. L. Surra, LJ. 
R. Vavenan Wututams, L.J. 
Garnsrorp Bruce, J. 
Hernert H. Cozens-Harpy, J. 
Watrer C. Rensnaw. 
C. B. Maneerrs. 
I allow these Rules, which shall come into force on the 30th day of May, 
1899. 


The 18th day of April, 1899. 


(Signed) Haxsnvny, C. 


TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orver or Court. 
Thursday, the 27th day of April, 1899. 

I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord h Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 

SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justices Nortx (1899—C.—No. 1,359). 
In the Matter of the Colliery and General Contract Co. (Limited), Jobn 


Whitaker Cooper, James Grieg, and Ernest Tazer Janson v. The 
Colliery and General Contract Co. (Limited). 
Hatssvry, C. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
GENERAL MEETING. 


A general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on Friday, 
the 28th ult., at tne »«ciety’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the President, Mr. 
C. B. Marcerrs (Huntingdon), taking the chair. The following members 
of the Council were pres:nt: Mr. J. Addison, Mr. Barker, Mr. Beale, 
Mr. Blyth, Mr. Bristowe, Mr. Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. Godden, Mr, Gray, 
Mr. Hollams, Mr. Howlett (Brighton), Mr. Johnson, Mr. Hy. Manisty 
ot cera Mr. Lee, Mr. Milne (Manchester), Mr. Munton, Mr. 

gton . Rawle, Mr. Saunders (Birmingham), Mr. Stewart, Mr. 
Vessall (Bristol), Mr. Walters, Mr. Winterbotham, Mr. Witham, Mr. 
8. H. King (Maidstone). 


County Covrr Process. 


Mr. F. K. Mvunton (London) moved the following resolution, of which he 
had given notice: ‘‘ That it would be a convenience to solicitors practising 
in London if arrangements were made for the issue of all Metropolitan 
county court process at the Central Office of the High Court, as as at 
the county courts.” He said that if the motion had raised a new issue it 
would have been necessary in advocating such a reform to address the 
meeting at some length. It was, however, but an old friend in a new 
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garb. So long back as 1889 he had successfully moved a resolution at a 
general meeting of the society which went very much further, and it was 
endorsed by the Council of that day. To put the meeting in possession of 
what took place he would read it: ‘‘ That looking to the volume of sub- 
stantial work now thrown into the scattered London county courts, a 
central Metropolitan issuing office is immediately called for, and that in 
the interests alike of the bar, of solicitors, and of suitors, all -remitted 
causes should be grouped and tried in some building adjacent to the Royal 
Courts of Justice.’’ ‘The resolution was forwarded by the Council to the 
Lord Chancellor. Some years later Lord Herschell, who was then Lord 
Chancellor, appointed a committee, which had got to be called the House of 
Lords County Court Committee because it met there under his auspices, at 
which the foregoing resolution was approved. The society was asked to 
eend a representative to the committee and ultimately he (Mr. Munton) 
was appointed the Council’s delegate. The committee consisted largely of 
county court judges and the higher officials of the county courts, and—as 
a matter of fact it had not been disbanded to this hour, though its meetings 
were in abeyance. A long article appeared in the Zines, contributed by an 
unknown hand, stating in effect what the committee had done. It was 
then rumoured that the publicity of the proceedings had no official 
countenance, and owing to this or some sufficient reason the committee was 
not again called together, and so matters rested till 1895. In that 
year a special county court committee of the society was appointed, 
and they met and the resolution in question was reaffirmed. This 
report was sent to the present Lord Chancellor; and that was how 
the matter stood as regarded the history of the movement. Experience 
shewed that reforms could only be effected by very slow degrees and 
in piecemeal fashion, and those who had taken considerable interest 
in the question now thought that if a smaller resolution were carried, 
not so calculated to disturb a number of officials with vested interests, 
it would be possible to make it a success. Everybody in the room might 
not be aware of the extraordinary number of county court actions com- 
menced in the Metropolitan courts. They all possibly knew that in 
England there were over a million plaints a year, and he could tell them 
that over one hundred thousand of these were initiated in the Metropolitan 
districts, excluding the City of London Court. Moreover, although the 
total amount covered by the million plaints was something more than 
£3,000,000, the Metropolitan courts represented even a larger proportion in 
amount than they didin number. This being so there were special reasons 
why facilities should be afforded in the great Metropolis. He had 
excluded the City of London Court from his motion, because, although in 
one sense it was an ordinary county court, in others it was special. He 
might mention that it did a very much larger business than any 
other London district cSurt. It was separated from the Metropolis 
by the arrangements of the City corporation, and he was not proposing 
in apy way to affect it; moreover, the court house itself was already 
in a central place where process could be conveniently issued. The pro- 
fession were indebted to the earlier ideas of the county courts for the 
present position of things. For the first twenty years of the county court 
system solicitors were not recognized at all in issuing process. He was 
old enough to have been in the practice before 1869, when a solicitor had 
no sert of rignt to a fee in relation to county court proceedings until 
actual appearance in court, for which isolated service a fixed allowance 
was accorded. In 1867 Parliament for the first time gave a solicitor an 
ad ralorem fee on issuing the plaint. Of course, prior to that date, very 
few solicitors went near the court until employed to advocate the case, 
they being, so to speak, quite unrecognized, notwithstanding the fact that 
for thirty-two years solicitors had practically been placed in the same 
position as regarded county court proceedings as in High Court proceed- 
ings. London men, nearly all practising in the heart of the Metropolis, had 
to go to Bow, to Brompton, to Islington, or to Camberwell ior the purpose 
of merely iseuing plaints and carrying out formal matters in connection with 
the county court work. There was no use in continuing a system such as 
that, and what was asked was that in all actions where solicitors were 
concerned, not suitors in person, they should be entitled to issue it at a 
central office, and for want of a better spot there should be a room in the 


without a little trouble, and they must look to the authorities to deviee 
some course to make the echeme workable. No one doubted that the 
county county was the future court of the kingdom. It had by degrees 
been invested with jurisdiction in very large matters indeed. The 
society and the Chambers of Commerce alike were suggesting to Parlia- 
ment that the jurisdiction should be still more enlarged, and although 
for years every solicitor in London who had any business worth 
talking about had more or less avoided the county court, the 
time had come when everybody would have to go to them. Why, 
therefore, should they not endeavour to get some central office 
generally suitable to the needs of London solicitors practising within a 
equare mile of the Royal Courts? He supposed that very few 
members of the society went to the county courts to issue 
plaints; he himself had not been there for that purpose these 
twenty years. He, however, knew that if a clerk was sent to 
issue process he would very frequently find himself among twenty 
other persons struggling to get to the pigeon-hole, involving 
leagthened delay. The court fees charged were based on the footing of 
the official preparation of the proceedings—unlike the High Court writ— 
but there was such pressure at some of the Metropolitan offices that 
solicitors’ clerks who went there—hustled by suitors in person—were glad 
to help in filling up the documents themselves to secure dispatch. The 
time had come when the society must do their very best to induce the 
authorities to afford this instalment of convenience, and he was sure that 
members would promise in return to really avail themselves of these 
offices. He fully believed, as he said before, that if the united opinion 
were brought to bear upon those who were in authority there was every 
reason to think that this request would be favourably answered. 

Mr. E. J. Trusrram (London) seconded the motion. He thought it 
would commend itself to everybody present. 

Mr. Cuares Forp (London) said there was another side to the question. 
He said with great respect that he did not think it was worth the paper it 
was written upon, supposing it to be passed. Admitting that they said it 
would be a convenience, what was their experience of the authorities? 
They did not care a fig about the convenience of solicitors. It was most 
difficult to get anything done in very urgent matters which deeply con- 
cerned the interests of suitors. Was it likely for one moment that the 
whole arrangements of the Central Office were going to be upset with the 
object of giving facilities to certain solicitors who practised in the High 
Court or had offices in the neighbourhood? Surely it would be wiser to 
suggest, say, four of the county courts in each direction, grouping them 
together in four groups for giving the facilities desired by Mr. Munton. 
Mr. Munton told them it was provided by the Act of 1887; but look at the 
result. Here they were again asked to-day to express this pious opinion 
on this most urgent matter. 

Mr. Joun Hunrer (London) said, in answer to Mr. Ford, that there 
appeared to be more prospect of carrying the reform than in 1889. The 
resolution was at that time communicated to the authorities, but the 
Council had not heard anything about it since. But about two or three 
months ago one of the officials of the court wrote to him a letter in which 
he mentioned a suggestion which had occurred to him which recommended 
itself to some persons of experience with whom he had talked as to why there 
ehould not be in the Central Office a room at which plaints for all the 
Metropolitan county courts could be issued. Why should it be neceseary, 
for instance, to send clerks to distant parts of London to issue notice? 
Such plaints might be issued there or at the Central Office. He (Mz. 


Hunter) had written in reply that the matter had been considered by the 


society in 1889, when a communication was made to the authorities. His 
answer was: ‘‘I think that opinion has been educated since 1889, and 
that the Council would find that the proposal would now meet more 
approval than it then did.’”” So he (Mr. Hunter) judged, in consequence 
of these letters, that there appeared to bea fair prospect that it might 
now be adopted. 

Mr. A. M. Forues (London), speaking as a member of the County Courts 
Committee, said that the committee entirely backed up Mr. Munton in 
the matter. The committee flattered themselves that they knew some- 





High Court buildmg itself. It was almost an open secret that there were 
high officials who looked upon the motion as one which could be very 


thing about county courts, and they had taken some trouble to ascertain 
the views of solicitors practising in the county courts in London, and they 


favourably considered ; indeed, he would go so far as to say that he had | said emphatically that they would very much like to see such a central 


ample reason for thinking that if his resolution were passed it might be 
accepted. The sum which was sued for in the Metropolitan county courts 
during the year amounted in round numbers to halt-a-million of money. 


| to him a step towards a wi 


office established. 
Mr. E. K. Biyru (London) cordially supported the motion. It seemed 
der reform. In 1889 the society had gone for 


Theze district courts took about fifty thousand pounds annually in fees. | too much, and had not got it ; but on the present occasion if they went for 
And to shew that solicitors in London now largely appeared in county | a more modest claim they were very likely to get it. He looked upon this 
court matters he might mention that some twenty-five thousand pounds a | as a step towards what it had always seemed to him they ought to aim for— 


year were allowed them on taxation for professional costs. 


In modern | namely, the formation of one complete, homogenous system of judicature; 


tumes all solicitors necesearily had to go to the county courts. | but that was looking along way beyond the motion. However, he hoped 


They all knew nowadays that it was dangerous to issue 


writ in a case which was likely to be fought for anything under | 


a | the reform might be seen within the lives of many present. 


Mr. Forp suggested that the word “ all’’ would imply that others than 


£0), as unless they could be saved under order 14 they were | solicitors might issue procees at the Central Office. This should be guarded 
sent over to the county court, and the High Court expenses were lost, | against. 


of course. People were supposed to initiate all contract claims under £50 | 


in the county court, but what sane person in London would think of doing 
this between £20 and £50 if he had any reason to suppose there would be 
mo contest? Everybody knew they had the benefit of order 14, which 
dealt with cases in which there was no substantial defence, and they 
naturally all went to the High Court. But it was extremely inconvenient 
in defended cases to issue process in one court and then be turned over to 
another court, and he believed that if there were facilities for stariing an 
action in the county court at a central office, so far from Loudon slicitors 
continuing to be in opposition to county courts, they would in many 
instances volunteer to initiate steps there. No doubt there would be some 
difficulties in establishing «uch 2 central office, because it would involve 


extsa work and the like, but there could not be # reform of any kind 


Mr. Munton, in reply, said that Mr. Ford had seized upon an observa- 
tion he (Mr. Munton) bad made to suggest that because personally be had 
not attended to issue pla'nts, he knew nothing 6f county courts. But it 
was not necessary to go inside a county court for the purpose of initiating 
| process to be acquainted with the law and practice. There was scarcely 
| any man on the County Courts Committee, over which he had the honour to 

preside, who had not taken the trouble to read the statutes under which 
the county courts existed and to make himself acquainted with the pro- 
cedure, many of the members being familiar with every detail. The 
committee, therefore, were entirely alive to the situation which gave rise 
to the motion. He had no intention of saying anything slightingly of 
county courts. Early in his professional life, having a taste for ublic 
speaking, he had personally done all the advocacy work connected with 
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the county courts which came into his office. It had been of great 
advantage to him in after years to have been = to learn up the 
Acts, rules, and practice, and he had kept himself abreast of the changes 
to the present moment. Adverting to the remarks made by Mr. Blyth, he 
said he might remind the members that in 1888 at the Newcastle 
provincial meeting, on a motion which he (Mr. Munton) submitted, a 
resolution was carried to the effect that it would be desirable that the 
county courts should be —a with the High Court ; moreover, 
this resolution was emphbasi at the Swansea provincial meeting last 
year, and it was under the consideration of the County Courts Committee 
now sitting as to what recommendation should be made to the Council 
regarding it. He hoped that in a matter of this kind, about which there 
could not be any real difference of opinion, nobody would do anything to 
prevent the resolution being absolutely unanimous. 

The motion was carrie unanimously, the words ‘“‘by them’’ being 
inserted after the word ‘‘ issue.’’ 


Lone VAcATION.—ADDITIONAL JUDGES. 


The following notice stood on the paper of business: “Mr. Forp will 
move ‘That the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom in special 
general meeting assembled records its satisfaction at the co-operation 
between the governing body of the society and the Inns of Court in favour 
of the efforts which are being made to secure a shortening of the Long 
Vacation, and in favour of the appointment of additional judges of the 
High Oourts of Justice, and trusts that in the interest of the due adminis- 
tration of justice these united efforts will prove successful; and this meet- 
ing directs that a copy of this resolution shall be sent to the Lord 
Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice of England, the Prime Minister, and the 
Attorney -General.’)’’ 

The Prestpgnt observed that there had been no co-operation between 
the society and the Inns of Court. The Council had sent the resolution 
of the society to the Bar Council and they disagreed with the suggestion 
that the Long Vacation should be shortened. Some of the Inns of Court 
had been considering the question and the law papers had announced 
that the society was co-operating. It ended so far as the co-operation of 
the society with the bar was concerned with the Bar Council objecting to 
adopt the resolution of the society. 

Mr. Forp said that in moving the resolution he was moving something 
like a vote of confidence and satisfaction with the action of the Council. 
He wanted to point out that while enormous sums of money were spent by 
the present Government in regard to the administration of the affairs of the 
Empire, they had done nothing at all, so far as those present knew, to im- 
prove theadministration of justiceinthiscountry. And he very much doubted 
if anything would be done until justice was administered as was the case 
in many other countries. He hoped the Council would not be daunted by 
the mere fact that the Inns of Court had taken exception to the improve- 
ment. They must not care a snap of the fingers about the Inns of Court. 
The bar was one of the worst trades unions there was, and even the junior 
bar were in terror of the leaders of the bar. The juniors hoped to be the 
leaders one day. Nothing could be done because the Queen’s Counsel 
raid: ‘It is a splendid thing for us. We fill our pockets.”’ It was 
perfectly well known that the Liverpool Incorporated Law Society had set 
their hearts upon having a court constantly sitting in Liverpool. That meant 
taking away a large amount of work from the solicitors in the Metropolis. He 
was asking for extra judges. He asked that these judges be in London, and 
if they were going on dabbling with this question then they would have 
judges appointed permanently in places like Liverpool, and they would be 
told they did not want one in London because one had been appointed to 
Liverpool and one to Manchester. Governments did queer things for 
political purposes. If a large number of Conservative voters in Liverpool 
were asking for a judge there and the Lord Chancellor thought an 
election was coming on he would discover that there must be a judge 
appointed there. ndon was the place where more judges were wanted. 

he Council was committed up to the hilt in regard to that. But with 
regard to the Long Vacation unless the society pressed the matter on it 
would slumber. 

Mr. Grantoam R. Dopp (London) seconded the motion, though he was 
not prepared to follow all the arguments of Mr. Ford, some of which 
did not seem to him altogether relevant. At the same time he thought 
it very desirable that the best concert should be carried on between the 
Council and the Bar Council, and he believed that was the wish of all 
parties concerned. 

Mr. W. H. Gray (London) did not think it was in accordance with the 
bye-laws that the meeting should direct. He suggested that the word 
“request ’’ should be substituted. 

- Forp agreed to the alteration, and the motion was carried in the 
following form: ‘‘That the Incorporated Law Society of the United 
Kingdom in special general meeting assembled records its satisfaction at 
the governing body of the society iu favour of the efforts which are being 
made to secure a shortening of the Long Vacation, and in favour of the 
appointment of additional judges of the High Court of Justice, and trusts 
that in the interest of the due administration of justice these efforts will 
prove successful; and this meeting requests that a copy of this resolution 

ll be sent to the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice of England, 
the Prime Minister, and the Attorney-General.” 

New Teracutna University. 

Mr. Harvey O.ivton (London), on behalf of Mr. W. E. Harr (London), 
asked the foliowing question, of which notice had been given: ‘* Whether 
the Council has had any communication, and if so what, with the com- 


authorities, with regard to the Law Faculty in the New Teaching 
University.” 

The Prestpent : The matter is now under the consideration of a special 
committee, and the report has not yet been made. 


GovENREMENT SoLicrTroRsHIPs. 


Mr. Harvey Ciirron moved, in accordance with notice, ‘‘That the 
aan sy ye Law Society (U.K.) be requested to take the necessary steps 
to e it impossible for any person other than a solicitor (present holders 
excepted) to occupy any office bearing the name or invol the perform- 
ance of the duties of a solicitor.’’ He said that it was only by pegging 
away at a subject like this that there could be any hope 
making an impression. He had moved a resolution on the 
subject on a previous occasion, and whenever a question was 
asked with reference to such a subject, they were invariably told 
that representations had been made to the authorities, and nothing 
more was heard about it. The attendance at this meeting was no evidence 
of the general feeling upon the subject, as it was quite impossible for many 
of the younger members to get to these meetings at the hour at which they 
were held. With regard to public appointments generally 
always took pretty good care that solicitors should never poach on their 
preserves, whilst they never lost an opportunity of poaching upon those of 
the solicitors. There were clerkships of the peace and other appointments 
which in all justice solicitors ought to have. The section of the Act of 
Geo. 4 was familiar to many present, but the preamble to the statute was 
a disgrace tothe profession. If they had any pride in their profession 
they ought to rise as one man and get that disgraceful preamble removed 
from the Statute Book. He suggested that it was passed for the benefit 
of the bar. It was certainly not for the benefit of the public, but for that 
of the bar, that that section remained to-day. What he wanted would 
never be obtained until the society through the Council made a deliberate 
stand. Their attitude in the past had been far too humble. He only 
asked for common justice, and if the members and the Council would only 
support him in passing a definite resolution something might be done. 
He had received letters from solicitors in the country expressing their 
strongest ge with the motion. Barristers had admitted the great 
injustice of the existing state of things, and he asked the meeting to 
strengthen the Council’s hand so that, instead of making polite representa- 
tions which were politely received and one heard nothing more of them, 
something might be done. 

Mr. W. Hasg.pre Jonzs (London) seconded the motion. 
Mr. Forp thought this was too tall an order, but the meeting might 
adopt an amendment as follows: ‘‘That when a member of the bar is 
appointed to a position in which he discharges the duties of a solicitor, he 
shall not be so described unless he is admitted on the roll.’’ This would 
be, at all events, an indication to the public of the real state of things. He 
did not believe that the solicitors to Woods and Forests and so on meant to 
sail under false colours. 
The Presipent did not think there was anything to be gained by the 
amendment, which seemed to him simply on the same lines as that of Mr. 
Clifton. If the resolution were carried, which he thought was very desir- 
able, it seemed to him it would embrace the whole matter. 
The amendment was not seconded. 
Mr. R. Exerr (Cirencester) thought there was in substance no difference 
of opinion upon the subject. They were all agreed in the object of the 
motion. But when it came to putting it in the form of a resolution that 
steps should be taken to make ft impossible to do that which by law it was 
esible to do now, that, of course, could only mean a request to the 
Council to promote legislation with the object in view. If it were a matter 
in which it was thought at all necessary to educate eng opivion one 
could see the advantage of ing a resolution of this kind. But inas- 
much as every member of the Council and of the profession was agreed, and 
inasmuch as the Council had taken such steps from time to time az 
seemed possible in the direction of protesting against such appointments 
and in the direction of encouraging appointments from the solicitor branch 
of the profession to offices which they thought solicitors were better 
qualified to fill, he ventured to think their real object would be better 
attained by this expression of opinion than by B perms! any resolution. 
He appealed, therefore, to Mr. Clifton to be satisfied with the expression of 
opinion he had elicited as to the unanimity of the society and leave it, as 
in the end it must be left, in the hands of the Council to take advantage 
of any oppcrtunity that might offer to forward the object in view. 
Mr. Grantnam Dopp said he had seconded a similar resolution on a 
previous occasion, and he thought the opinion expressed by the Council 
very reasonable, that if the society moved in the matter there might be 
reprisals on the part of the bar. Sclicitors held several appointments at 
present which the bar did not contest, but which they might if any of their 
appointments were taken away. The Council also said that though they 
were unanimons on the point, still it was deemed expedient under all the 
circumstances not to press the question. Therefore he suggested that the 
motion should be withdrawn. 
Mr. Currron withdrew the motion. He was very glad to hear the 
Council’s opinion on the subject and felt sure that it was safe in their 
hands. 










SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Annvat Dinner. 


The sixth annual dinner of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association 
was held on Friday, the 28th ult., in the Royal Venetian Chamber, 





missioners appointed by the University of London Act, 1898, and what 
steps, if any, the Council proposes to take to assist the University 


Holborn Restaurant, the President, Mr. Wm. Biggs, occupy the chair. 
Among the guests were Mr, Justice Channell, Dr, Blake 0, 
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. Crawford, Mr. H. Ockerby, Mr. H. Spray, Mr. 
R. J. Neville, Mr. C.. E, Soames, and Mr. Leslie Stock. 
The health of the Queen having been proposed from the chair and duly 
ured, 


The Hon. Mr. Justice Cuanneti gave ‘‘Success to the Solicitors’ 
ing Clerks’ Association.’’ He said it had been a very great pleasure 
to him to accept the invitation to be present, because as a barrister in 
practice for a t number of years he, of course, had come into intimate 
association with a very large number of solicitors’ managing clerks, and 
he was glad to think that as a body they had formed such an opinion of 
him during the time he was in practice when he met them as clients and 
in former days as opponents at Judges’ Chambers and so on as to have 
made him their guest this evening. Looking at the association as the 
representative body of the managing clerks, he felt that it was a very 
— advantage to its members. The solicitors had the Incorporated 
w Society, and this was an illustration. of the great advantage to that 
branch of the legal profession it was to have an institution of that kind. 
He supposed it began as an entirely voluntary association ; of course it was 
voluntary still in the sense that no eolicitors was compelled to belong to 
it, but it had been entrusted by the Legislature with most important duties, 
and had established a position of very great influence and power. The medical 
ee again, had their representative institution Thebar until recently 
nothing ofthe kind, but it had now its representative body, and there was 
no doubt that the body which began under the name of the Bar Com- 
mittee and was now the Bar Council, had done a great deal for the 
bar. It was consulted on many important matters, and its influence was 
felt and its opinions were given effect to as never had been the case with 
the bar before. It was a comparatively young a and its influence was 
rapidly increasing. The Solicitors’ ae erks’ Association had 
been established six years. Its position in the profession was no doubt a 
special one, and there must be many matters in which managing clerks 
were interested where it was very desirable they should have the oppor- 
a of meeting together to consider, and with regard to which they 
should make their opinions known, and without some such association 
they could not possibly do this. The association was the voice of its 
members. He had not the slightest doubt that the association was of the 
greatest service to its members and to others amongst whom its influence 
was felt. Speaking for the judges, there were many matters of profes- 
sional ice and co on upon which they would wish to get the opinion 
of tlemen of the practical experience possessed by solicitors’ managing 
, and by the existence of the association they got a representative 
opinion. There were many matters, questions of practice, questions 
ibly where very great assistance would be rendered to the public, and 
regard to which legal machinery generally might be improved in that 
way. He saw from the last report that there were a great many managing 
clerks who at present had not become members of the association. That, 
he was the experience of all newly-formed bodies, but they must 
trust to doing useful work, and to making their usefulness known amongst 
the profession, and if they did that the numbers would of course increase 
every year. He confidently anticipated that that would be the result of 
the association’s labours. 

The Crareman in returning thanks observed that he thought the associa- 
tion was marking time. It decidedly was not going backwards, but it was 
not going forward. One a that pleased him very much was that the 
whole of the past, as well as the present, cfficers with one exception were 
seated at the tables. That was a gocd sign. The association was keeping 
the old members— members who understood it, members who did not come 
in for a year and having got an increase of their salary at once go out 
again. During the past as in the previous year the association had made 
a very great effort to improve the legal knowledge of managing clerks, an 
— of which they were greatly in need. Lectures had been 

by the most eminent men on the most varied subjects, and they 
had been not only instructive but in all cases most interesting. It was 
marvellous how after having done their work in the courts they could 
speak upon that dry subject, the law, in the charming manner which had 
marked their addresses in each case, for the addresses had been not only 
instructive butalso amusing. One more effort the association made, which 
he eaw the Bar Council claimed credit for, and that was to petition the 
House of Commons that lifts might be placed in the Law Courts. They 
had been assured by the President of the Board of Trade that the sum 
necessary for the lifts was in the estimates, and so they would be con- 
structed in time. He thought the aseociation did not progress for one 
good reason. The fact was that nearly every managing clerk was on 
terms with his principals that he was afraid that by joining the 

ion he might change that position. Speaking for his own princi 
who were rather eminent at the Incorporated Law Society, he could say 
the did not blame him for joining the association, or its members for 
g together. The Incorporated Law Society were working from 
of view, and it necessarily followed that they could not work 
point of view of the association. The Incorporated Law Society 
sorts of people to consider, solicitors in all parts of the country, and 
bound to consider themselves asa body. One thing, however, 
uite like, and that was that the erainent judges to whom the 
granting or refusing dispensation orders in the case of 
clerks desiring to enter into articles were in the habit in most 
of referring the applications to the Inco: Law Society— 
though not in every care—for consideration. If the Council were to call up 
it before them and so see the individual they were dealing with, 
and say, if they thought proper, that they did not think he should 
have the ensation order, he ‘the chairman) for one would not complain. 
Bat having recommended by their principals, and having everything in 
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stitution, which the Act of Parliament did not require, and without seeing 
the applicant the judges were recommended not to allow the petition. In 
many cases he was glad to find the jndges went beyond the decision of the 
Law Society and granted the application. What he said was, let merit 
succeed, and if a man was recommended by his principal and supported 
by the profession, he ought to have the dispensation order if he was found 
by the judge to be worthy of it. He appealed to those present that the 
most practical men and the best men from all points of view in the Law 
Courts were those who were past managing clerks. But nowadays men were 
appointed to positions in the courts who had had absolutely no experience 
in the matters which came before them. He recollected one gentleman 
was appointed—he certainiy did not come from a “eo ee office—to a 
position in the Taxing Office; and he said to one of the clerks who 
went before him, ‘‘ What do these queries mean?’’ ‘‘Oh,’’ said the 
clerk, ‘‘ they are the strike off,’’ and the official proceeded at once to strike off 
the queries. There was a good deal of that sort.of thing. Gentlemen were 
found taxing the bill of costs who had had no experience whatever of the 
law, either at the bar or as solicitors or anything else, and no confidence 
could be placed in them. He should like to see the good old times once 
more when the clerks at chambers were appointed from the solicitor branch 
and were men who had had great experience. The association was worthy 
of the support of all managing clerks, and he urged upon the members the 
necessity of endeavouring to induce other managing clerks to join it. 

Mr. M. Kevtener (vice-president) gave the health of ‘‘The Legal 
Profession.’” He asserted that solicitors’ managing clerks loved their 
profession, and if they had not to play a very important part in the pro- 
fession it was at all events a very useful and necessary one. In proof of 
this he might instance what had always been conceded, the extraordinary 
manner in which they fulfilled their duties to their principals and devoted 
their best interests to their service. England was proud of its judges, 
and very justly so. If he excepted those learned counsel who were 
continually in the Supreme Courts, there were few, if any, bodies 
of men who had better opportunities for acquiring the knowledge 
that the public possessed in the judges the most painstaking, the ablest, 
the most hardworking body of servants possible, than the oe clerks. 
The people of the country had the utmost confidence and placed the most 
implicit trust in the high integrity, the honour, the strict impartiality, and 
the determination of the judges to do their best to dispense justice without 
fear or favour. He was confident also that the bar retained public favour, 
and whatever good was to be said concerning the bar might also be said 
with equal force as regarded the general body of solicitors, whose reputation 
stood as high as ever it had done. 

Dr. Buaxe Oncers, Q.C., returned thanks. He remarked that the law 
was a very extensive profession and all sorts of people were in it, judges, 
Queen’s counsel, junior bar, solicitors, managing clerks and all the other 
clerks, masters, associates, chief clerks, and all the others. He was afraid 
it was a misunderstood and maligned profession; nobody seemed 
to be so fond of solicitors as they ought to be. Nobody was fond of 
barristers. Young ladies were devoted to their curates, old ladies ware 
devoted to their medical men, but nobody seemed to be quite so fond of 
their solicitors as they ought to be. He had never met anybody who cared 
twopence about a barrister. It was true that Mrs. Weldon once wrote 
him a little note, in which she said, ‘‘ Odgers is my Bible,’’ but then she 
was referring to his book, not to him. The novelist never did justice to 
the legal profession, and at the theatre the attorney of the stage might be 
considerably improved. He could not conceive why such absolute 
caricatures of lawyers appeared in the books of plays. 
ancient profession, it was a learned profession, and it was a laborious 
profession. All solicitors’ managing clerks were expected to know the 
practice of the Queen’s Bench, Chancery, Admiralty Division, Bankruptcy, 
and every sort of practice, and it had always been a marvel to him how they 
could manage to do it. Lastly, the legal profession was an honourable 
profession. Whatever it may have been in the past, it was now an 
honourable profession in all its branches. 

Mr. T. C. Tunsta.t submitted the toast of ‘“‘ Our Guests.” 

Mr. F. O. Crvaur, Q.C , in returning thanks, humorously remarked on 
the monstrous tendency of modern times to bring about legislation which 
took away the employment of lawyers—suchas Bills for reforming money- 
lending and for preventing secret commissions, both of which customs 
frequently led to litigation. 

Mr. C. E. Jenkins, Q.C., also acknowledged the compliment. He said the 
position of managing clerk to a large firm of solicitors was one of the most 
onerous and responsible positions it was possible to conceive. It was 4 
position which, as far as he knew, was always discharged with credit and 
ability. First of all there was the law client, whose interests were attended to 
not only with ability, but with pertinacity, and as if it was the most important 
case that had ever come into court. Then there was the solicitor to 
whom the managing clerk devoted the best of his time and of his ability, 
and very often the best years of his life. Lastly, there was the counsel, 
who had to rely upon not merely the instructions of the managing clerk, 
but the way in which the case was got up, and for assistance for which he 
had often to ask and never in vain. Speaking more as a junior, he hal 
been brought into close contact with many present, and he had always 
found them not only ready to assist him to the utmost of their power, but 
such assistance as counsel could give was always recognized with gratitude 
far greater than he thought was deserved. 

The remaining toasts were ‘‘ The Officers,’’ pro by Mr. Hawk 
and acknowledged by Mr. F. Sroonzr (secretary) end Mr. Smarr, an 
‘The Chairmen,” given by Mr. W. H. Evpripor, Mr. Bricos returning 
thanks. 

A programme of music under the direction of the Court Part Singer 
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LAW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY. 
ANNUAL MEETING, 


The annual general meeting of shareholders of the Law Fire Insurance 
Society was held on Tuesday at the society’s house, Chancery-lane, Sir 
Richard Nicholson (chairman) presiding. The fifty-third annual report 
stated that the premium income of the year 1898 amounted to £151,816 
and showed an increase of £3,257 over that of the previousyear. The tota 
amount insured was estimated at £128,000,000. The fire losses paid in 
1898 and outstanding on the 31st of December of that year amounted to 
£103,450, but it was to be observed in this connection that 
“outstanding claims,’ hitherto dealt with by a foot-note to the 
balance-sheet, had now for the first time been brought into the annual 
account under the head of receipts and disbursements. The amount 
of outstanding claims on the 31st of December, 1897, was £31,260; 
that on the 3lst of December, 1898, was £9,556. It might be useful 
to remind the shareholders that the £31,260 outstanding on the 
31st of December, 1897, arose principally from the exceptionally large fire 
in Cripplegate and Jewin-street. The exceptional amount of claims paid 
in 1898, consequent principally upon the disastrous Cripplegate fire in 
1897, had made it desirable temporarily, and for the first time, to draw 
upon the accumulated profits constituting the reserve fund, which, how- 
ever, still stood at the satisfactory amount of £115,000. The ratio which 
the losses paid in 1898 bore to the net premium income for the year was 
61°8 per cent. ; the expenses ot management were 15 per cent.; and the 
commission 13 per cent. The board had much pleasure in recording their 
great appreciation of the results attending the active exertions of the 
numerous agents of the society in the provinces, as well as in the 
metropolis, and of the zeal and assiduity of the officers of the society. 

The Szcretary (Mr. G. W. Bett) having read the notice convening 
the meeting, 

The Cuarrman, in moving the adoption of the report, expressed the 
regret not only of the directors, but also of the pn c+ Tae, at the loss 
sustained by the society in the deaths of three of the directors. Mr. J. M. 
Clabon had been on the board for twenty-two years—namely, from 1877 to 
1899, who was a courteous gentleman of the old school, an able man of 
affairs, and devoted a good deal of time to the interests of the society. 
Mr. E. L. Rowcliffe had been with them from 1892 to 1898, and was a 
much valued colleague, of business habits‘’and large experience, which were 
found to be of great use to the board. Mr. G. E. Steward had been with 
them only two years. He had been carried off comparatively a young man. 
The board had valued greatly his broad comm n sense and his great 
business habits. They had also lost Mr. W. T. Neve, for twenty-eight 
years one of the auditors, the duties of which office he had dischar; to 
the satisfaction of all his colleagues. Mr. Steward’s place, I may remind 
you, was filled up by the selection of Mr. Trevor Williams, whom we are 
pleased to welcome amongst us to-day. Turning to the accounts, he said 
the one item on which he could congratulate the meeting, as in former 
years, was that which went to shew that their progress had been 
continuous in the shape of the annual premiums. In 1898 the premium 
Income amounted to £151,816 or £3,257 more than in 1897. That 
was not a very big figure, but still it had been, as in previous 
years, continuous and encouraging, and it was a figure which he need 
not remind the shareholders they could if they pleased bring up to a 
very much larger amount. The total amountinsured was £128,000,000, as 
against £125,500,000 in 1897. This again was evidence of gradual if not 
any very great progress ; but still it was evidence of progress, in spite of the 
continued and increasing competition with which they had to contend. 
1897 was a bad year for the society; 1898 was a very bad year for 
Insurance offices all over the kingdom, not so much in the number 
of the fires as in the volume with which the offices bad to contend. The 
tumber of fires in 1897 in the metropolitan district was 3,500, the 
tumber in 1898 was 3,585. It might be interesting to know 
that of these fires 122 were ascribable to children playing with 
lucifer matches; to defective flues, 105; to hot ashes, 100; mineral oil 
lamps, a thing which always asserted itself, 373; and to lights thrown 

wn basements, 319. It was quite clear that the carlessness and wicked- 
hess of the world was still rife, and that they had suffered a great deal 
from the last item. 1,772 fires occurred in private houses, churches, or 
whools, which were usually considered first-class risks. The consequence 
of the large aggregate of fires in 1898 was that the society paid a much 
er sum than they had been accustomed to pay. They paid 
£103,450 to cover not only claims during 1898, but outstanding 
daims in reepect of 1897, and outstanding claims in respect of 1898 
Which had never before been brought into the account. The reason for 
the change was that most other offices had brought into their account 
the losses outstanding, and it was better under the circumstances, 
and seemed more business-like, to follow suit in that respect. The sum 
paid in respect of losses in 1897 was £63,887. There were outstanding in 
respect of that year £31,260, which had been formerly dealt with by a foot- 
Rote to the account. That made the total £95,147. The accounts 
for 1898 showed a total of payments of claims discharged and out- 
ttanding of £103,450. If there was taken from that the £31,260 brought 
ard from 1897, that reduced the loss for the year 1898 to £72,190, or 
tomething like £9,000 more than in 1897. The percentage of losses with 
teference to the premium income had been larger than anything the 


tociety had had to deal with hitherto, but that percentage was attributable | oppression because of the immensity of 
with the £31,260, which | we had superior ju 


to the fact that in calculating it they were d 


was chavged, and that there was brought into the account for 1898 a very 
much larger sum than was attributable to that year, and to the 
heavy fires which had occurred, the board had felt that it was necessary for 
them, in order to deal with the claims upon the society, to have recourse to 
a fund which had hitherto remained on a pinnacle untouched. They had 
to Ayden mgd 1897 over £31,000, and it was necessary, to meet these 
claims, and the claims accruing in 1898, that they should have recourse to 
the reserve fund. Hitherto the society had always paid its way, and a very 
handsome dividend out of premium income, and the interest upon the 
securities. For the first time they had had recourse to the reserve fund, 
and he hoped it might be the last. The balance on the receipts 
and disbursements was £46,660, as £54,901 for 1897, sh 
a diminution of £8,240. The um income shewed an increase 
of £3,250. On the other side, the increase on losses was £39,563, 
which he had already explained. There was an increase in the commission 
of £665, which he hoped had brought its equivalent in increased businese. 
Expenses of management shewed an increase of £837 ; that partly con- 
sisted of what the directors thought would be a very proper con- 
tribution to the assistance of the low of an old officer of the society, 
who had been with them some fifty years. The outstanding fire losses were 
£9,556. The total on that side of the account was £295,557, as against 
£318,000 in 1897, which shewed a difference of £22,473. He was glad to be 
able to say that the directors felt that, —— to the position of the 
society and to the fact that it depended, as did all other fire offices, u 
averages which up to this time had been found to work remarkably well— 
having regard tothat,and also to the fact that 1897 and 1898 must be reckoned 
as abnormal years, the directors had felt that they might deal to a certain 
extent with the reserve fund for the purpose of aseisting the dividend. The 
society had already paid a dividend of 5s. per share, and now he was able to 
announce that they pro to pay an additional dividend of 12s. 6d ,which 
wculd make up the divi nd theshareholders had been in the habit of receiving 
of 17s. 6d. per share. The reserve fund had arisen out of savings of 
income, and was properly appropriated to any purpose of the society which 
needed the application of any part of it for the time being, and, — 
regard to the fact that for fifty years and more the society had not 
occasion to resort to that fund, and that they might reasonably expect that 
their business conducted on the same lines as hitherto would take a turn 
for the better, and that the state of things altogether justified it, the board 
had thought it right to declare that dividend. They all felt, and every- 
body connected with insurance had felt, that it was very desirable that 
there should be a sufficient reserve. He would always be very glad to see 
the reserve fund creeping up and up, but they had to deal with facts. 
The board looked with confidence to the shareholders, to the public 
at large, and to the eociety’s agents to assist them as best they 
could by increasing the business of the society. The society had increased 
on an average £2,000 or £3,000 a year in premium income for eeveral years 
past ; but that was not as much as the board would like to ree. They 
thought that, with a little more exertion on the part of the shareholders 
and of the agents, and a little more sup from the public, they t 
add to that increase very considerably. He could not but express, on the 
t of his colleagues and bimself, their indebtedness to their old friend 

Mtr. Bell for the constant and careful assistance which he had always 
rendered. He was facile princeps in matters of fire insurance. had 
the greatest confidence in his judgment and ability, and both were alwa: 
at the command of the board. They were also much indebted to the 
officers of the society and the agents. The officers were loyal and willing, 
and were as anxious as the board themselves for the interests of the 
society. 
Lord Honnovse seconded the motion, which was agreed to unanimously. 
On the motion of the Cxarrman the retiring directors, Messrs. Joseph 
Perceval Tatham, Joseph Augustus Hellard, a Frederick 
Peake, Octavius Leefe, Richard Walter Tweedie, Romer Williams, and 
Richard Mills, were re-elected. 
The CHarmman also moved that the retiring auditors, Messrs. James 
Frederick Burton, John Henry Hortin, and Charles Robert Roberts West, 
be re-elected, and this was agreed to. 3 
On the motion of Mr. W. B. Dyrnz, seconded by Mr. Wiz, Mr. J. E. W. 
Rider was elected a director in the place of the late Mr. Clabon. 
On the motion of Mr. F. Hore, seconded by Mr. G. T. Powsxt, Mr. 
E. ©. Holmes was elected a director in the place of the late Mr. Roweliffe. 

On the motion of Mr. Loncrovrne, 2 Mr. Powett, Mr. 
Edmund Church was elected an auditor in the place of the late Mr. Neve. 

A vote of thanks to the Chairman and directors, moved by Mr. Powe. 
and seconded by Mr. Horr, terminated the proceedings. 





THE HARDWICKE SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society was held at the Trocadero 
Restaurant on Monday, when the United States Ambassador and the Lord 
Chief Justice were the guests of the evening. chair was taken by Mr. 
Cecil Walsh, president of the ee 3 : 
The Cxarrman having proposed loyal toasts, Mr. M. M. Macwacrren 
gave ‘“‘The Bench,” Mr. Justice Marurw responding. ’ 
Lord Justice Romer proposed ‘ The Bar,”’ and Sir E. Ciarxn replied. 
The care Some J yoo then eine — — Bench ond 
Bar.’ He said that his i in 3 was one 
mm tthe subject. In this small island 
sitting in the new courts to the number of twenty- 


D 
Wasan 1897 item. So the percentage was 61, but from the amount paidin | five. In the one State of New York alone there were seventy judges of 
1898 were taken off the sum attributable to 1897 it would be found that the | saperior courts, and nearly three times that number in the lower grades 


Percentage was reduced to 47°54. This was certainly a little higher than | of the j 


udicial hi . It they mul 





py thag ty sy 
What they had been accustomed to, but still he hoped it was not a very | the number of the States, they arrived at a eae tay be we 


Weatisfactory figure. Having regard to the fact that the form of account | There were some criticisms which he thought might 
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reference tothe American bench. Although the judges of the Federal 
Courts had fixity of tenure, the judges of the States Courts had none. 
There was no more necessary judicial quality than the sturdy 
independence of the bench. Then it ought to be regarded for 
the interest of the whole community that service in the highes’ judicial 
offices should be an object of ambition and be sought after by the best 
intellects of the bar. Human nature being as it was, it could not be 
doubted that, in regard to the renumeration for judicial services in the 
United State:, the exceptions were rare where the best men at the bar 
would se-k judicial office, or accept it if offered. One marked exception 
was the bench of the Supreme Court of Washington, where men were 
attracted not by the greatness of the emoluments of the position, but 
because it was a great position. The wonder to him was that, having 
regard to the conditions relating to the judiciary of the United States, 
that country bad been able to command, as had undoubtedly been the 
cas2, the services of some of their great men. 

The Unirep Srares AmBassapor responded to the toast. He obzerved 
that the American bar numbered no fewer than 90,000 members. He had 
listened to the criticisms of the Lord Chief Justice, but he had heard him 
say nothing to derogate from the honour, integrity, and courage of those 
90,000 lawyers. American, like English lawyers, had exhibited a truly 
chivalric spirit as defenders of those great constitutional safeguards in which 
the right of liberty, life, and property was secured to them. He agreed with 
some of the criticisms passed by the Lord Chief Justice, buc he desired to 
point out that in America justice was administered to the satisfaction of the 
=. Substantial justics was brought home to their very doors, it was 
within the reach of every man, and it wascheap. Men were encouraged to 
defend and maintain their rights in the courts, and the extraordinary system 
prevailing in this country of making the lo-ing party pay the expenses of the 
successful was unknown in the United States. Whatever might be said, 
the fact remained that in America they were very rich in tre bulk of 
litigation. The Supreme Court was a great pride and glory. There the 
judges held cffice on the same tenure as the English judges, and the 


bench had always been occupied by men who were not only excellent | 


lawyers but who possessed great personal force and weight of character. 
The toast of ‘‘ The Hardwicke Society’? was given by Mr. Crackan- 

THORPE, the Prestpent responding. The last*toast was that of ‘’ Past 

bg ll which was given by Mr. Justice Daniinc and replied to by Mr. 
. Maruew. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. W. Bowen Row1anps, Q.C., has been elected Master of the Library 
of the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn, in the place of Mr. John A. 
Russell, Q.C., resigned. 

Mr. Corsetivs MarsHatt Warminetox, Q.C., has been elected Vice- 
Chairman of the General Council of the Bar, in succession to Mr. Joseph 
Walton, Q.C., who was recently appointed Chairman. 


Mr. Henry Gorpon Sxez, Q.C., and Mr. Henry Fretprxe Dickens, 
Q C., have teen elected Benchers of the Inner Temple, in succession to the 
late Dr. Spinks, Q.C., and the late Mr. Bulwer, Q.C. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 
Miss Acxes Mary Pottry, deceased.—The above-named lady, who at 


the time of her death in April, 1899, was living at Hampstead-heath, had | 


previously lived at Balham, in Surrey, at Warley and Brentwood, in 
E-sex, and at Bowman’s-green, near St. Albans, Herts. It is supposed 
that she may have made a Will during the last ten years. Any solicitor or 
other person who can give any information as to the existence or custody 
of a Will ‘if any) of the dezeased is requested to communicate with Crick 
& Freeman, solicitors, Maldon, Essex. 


GENERAL. 
Mr. Ju:tic Phillimore will be the Whitsun Vacation Judge. 


It is stated that the late Mr. George Francis Eland, solicitor, has 
bequeathed to the Incorporated Law Society, for their library, his bound 
volumes of Vanity Fair, extending over 25 years. 

The Lord Chief Justice will preside at the congratulatory dinner to 
Mr. Ambrose, Q.C., on his appointment as a Master in Lunacy, which will 
be held on Saturday, the 13th inst., at the Grand Hotel, at 7.45. Par- 
ticulars may be obtained from Mr. H. Collison, 1, Temple-gardens, E.C. 


The Hon. Hukin Chand, M.A , member of the Legislative Council, and 
legal adviser to H.H. the Nizam’s Government, Hyderabad, author of a 
** Treatise on the Law of Res Judicata,’’ and a “‘ Treatise on the Law of 
Consent,”’ is now in London on a visit to this country. He has been 
cordially received by the Master of the Rolls and the Lords Justices, who 
on Fridsy last week courteously invited him to a seat on the bench. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Ascroft asked the Chancellor 
of the Exchequer wheth-r any special instructions had been given to the 
Officials at Somerset House in respect to the new daties payable on the 
capital of limited we | companies on registration, under the Finance 
Act, 1899 ; whether such duties were payable before that Act had received 
the Royal Assent; whether any orders were issued to the officials at 

House in 1364 in respect to the duties payable under a similar 
Act of Parliament ; and whether such ordera were still in force or had been 
cancelled. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said: A mistake occurred in 
this matter, for which, of course, I take the responsibility. But eome days 


ago instructions were given to charge this new duty from the date at which 
the Finance Bill becomes law. With regard to the last two paragraphs, I 
do not know to what Act of Parliament the hon. member may be referring ; 
but, so far as Ihave been able to ascertain, no special instructions with 
regard to new stamp duties are known to have been issued in 1864. 


On the 26th ult., being the grand day of Easter term, the treasurer of 

Gray’s-inn (Mr. Stuart C. Macaskie) and the masters of the bench enter- 
tained at dinner the following guests—viz.: The American Ambassador, 
Lord Davey, Mr. Jesse Collings, M.P., Lord Justice Rigby, Justices 
Grantham, Lawrance, Bigham, and Buckuill, Sir Hector M. Hay, Bart., 
the Hon. Charles Andrews (Judge of the Court of Appeal, New York), 
Sir Philip Fysh (Agent-General for Tasmania), Sir Howard Vincent, 
: Colonel Hector A. Macdonald, C.B., D.S.0. (A.D.C. to the Queen), the 
| Treasurer of the Inner Temple (Judge Baylis, Q.C.), and Mr. Fizon, M.P. 
|The masters of the bench present, in addition to the treasurer, were: 
| Lord Ashbourne, Lord Shand, Mr. Henry Griffith, Mr. Hugh Shield, 
Q.C., Mr. James Sheil, Mr. Rose, His Honour Judge Paterson, Mr. 
Mattinson, Q.C., Mr. Lewis Coward, Mr. Montague Lush, Mr. Dunbar 
Barton, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Duke, Q C., with the preacher, the Rev. J. H. 
Lupton, D.D. 


From the report for 1898 of the Charity Commissioners for England and 
Wales it appears that the number of orders made by the Commissioners 
appointing trustees, establishing schemes, or vesting real estate was 682, 
against 715 in 1897, and the total number of such orders since 1854 has 
been 14,805; and that the total amount in stocks and investments held by 
the Official Trustees of Charitable Funds on the 31st of December last was 
| £19,550,601 divided into 20,463 separate accounts. Among the matters 
| dealt with in the report is the question whether persons other than 
| members of the Church of England are admissible to an almshouse 
/the inmates of which are required to attend service’ according to 
| the doctrine and rites of the Church of England in the chapel of 
| the almshouse. In Attorney-General v. Calvert, Sir J. Romilly, M.R., 
jsaid: “I am unable to see anything in this will which should 
exclude any Dissenters from obtaining the benefit of the charity created 
! by it who can conscientiously comply with the directions laid down 

by the founder. Whether the Dissenter can do so or not is an affair 

between God and his own conscience, but as I conceive the duties imposed 

upon the trustees it is not an affair upon which they are called upon to 
, judge.’’ These principles, the report says, were applied by the Court of 
: Appeal to the case of Ross’s Charity, where the charity was extended to 

six old and poor widows, ‘‘ with preference to those who, not being disabled 
| by infirmity and sickness, are most constant in their attendance in the 
public service of the Church.” On the other hand, in Perry Almshouses the 
founder prescribed that the inmates shall have attended Divine service at 
the church of the parish of their respective residences every Sunday for the 
last five years of their respective lives and been partakers of the Holy 
Communion.’’ The court accordingly came to the conclusion that it was 
the intention of the founder in this case to benefit members of the Church 
of England only. 

At the Birmingham County Court this week Judge Whitehorne said 
that on Saturday he received from the Home Office a circular acquainting 
him with certain important alterations coming into operation that day in 
the treatment of debtor prisoners. There were three principal alterations, 





committed that day, he thought it right publicly to refer to them. The 
first alteration was upon the rule allowing debtors to obtain their own 
food, drink, and bedding from outside. Under the new rules they would 
receive the alluwance of food prescribed for offenders of the first division 
| who did not maintain themselves. The second alteration was upon the 
| rule permitting the prisoners to work. By the new rule they would b3 
| required to work either at their own trade or profession, or at work of 
an industrial or manufacturing nature, and they would receive the 
whole of their earnings subject to a deduction for the cost of main- 
tenance and for the use of implements when furnished by the prison. 
The third alteration seemed to him most important. Under the 
old rule the prisoners were allowed to cccupy acommon room during the 
day; by the new rule a debtor would be confined to his cell at all times 
except when at chapel or exercise. Debtors would still be allowed to wear 
their own clothes, they would be kept seperate from criminal priconers, and 
they would be allowed to receive a visit and also to write and receivea 
letter once a week. ‘These were the alterations which at the last moment 
had been communicated to him. He ventured to express some regret that 
time had not been given to him to consider the effect of the alterations, and 
he need hardly say that they must have further comtmunications about the 
changes as everybody knew the practice had been to commit male debtors 
for a period of forty days. Subject to correction it appeared to him that 
the alterations made the punishment much more severe and brought 
debtors more clos-ly to the status of criminals. Forty days under the old 
, rules was one thing, but be thought forty days under the new rules was & 
different thing. He should lose no time in seeking for further enlighten- 
ment, but at present he thought that twenty-vffe days under the new 
rules would be about equivalent to forty days under theold. His Honour 
proceeded with the hearing of judgment summonses, and restricted the 
period of committal to twenty-one days. 











WARrwtnG To rnTexpiInc Hovss Purcuasens anv Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 23 





years. Telegrams, “Sanitation.” --[Apvr.] 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Registrars in ATTENDANCE ON 
ae Court Mr. Justice 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


May 8.—Messrs. Green & Soy, at the Mart, at 1, Spring Grove, Isleworth, Middlesex, 
. within —_ miles of Hyce-park-corner, and four from a and Kew- 
Frito e remaining portions of the Spring Grove Estate. of 120 acres of Freehold 

—e ton omens Cate e seat of the Earl of ge Solicitors, 
esers, Harries, W: es, London. ae 
naa Detached egies, aun within ten minutes’ —~ Ny of tonstone 
and Fh nigga Stations. Solicitor, Howard C. Morris, Esq., London. (See adver- 
29. p. 5.) 
May 8 Me 8. eee me eS & Furst (in oumjunation with Messrs. A. Savitt & Son), at the 
Mart, at 2, the Freehold Resid ential Estate known as “Shelley Hall,” adjacent to the 
town of , and in the district of Essex Hunt; an old. residence, in 
grounds of 2 2 acres of arable and meadow lands, with ih teneshoueen, &c., let at £410 
.o. "Bolicitors, Messrs. Rooper & Whately, London. (See advertisement, 
470 
ys. —Messrs i. & foxs, at the Mart, at 2, Shares in the London Bank o: 
Australia and London Joint Stock Bank. Solicitors, Messrs. William Webb & Nd 9 
London (See advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 
Ma 3-4 Fox & Bovsrietn, at Pat Se Jint, 8, sot buld ld Estate po ae 
comprising 100 acres, with nearly les ding fron’ 
Solicitors, Mose. Soames & Th London.—One undivided moiety of Freehold 
Property, near the City-road, 
and water 
Messrs. Boulton, Sons, & Sand 
= 10,—Messrs, Herrixe, Soy, & Daw, at the 
upon 22 houses in New Cross, estimated to produce £686 8s. per 
bg oid Stones, Morris, & Stone, Teaten. (See ebvertisnmiel, 
April 2 22, p. 431.) 


May 10.—Messrs. Devatas Younc & Co., at the Mart, * 2° Norwood, a double- | 
"otal letached 13 rooms, py tye 


occupation, tal e1a0. Solicitors, Martin & Nich Ison, te LY 
occu; ren ci essrs, c —stre 
26, Tankerville-road, value £38; lease 80 years, Solicitor, 8. P. Clare, Esq., 
phy —Cla -common: Improved Rental of £80 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Bverett & Hodgkinson, Tondoe. iene : 9, Bromfey-street ; let at £36 per annum. 
Fairfax, Brooks, & Heller, London.—Wal: W 
enna Same; rental £32. Solicit , Slack, & 
London. = Parcels of ‘reehold Ground-rents, amounting to £37 16s and £14 
cocked secured upon 9 bean mony pie | and of the rack-rental of £325 
pa oom um. Solicitors, Messrs. Thorne & ord and Messrs. Linklater & Co., 
of London.—20 Freehold Plots of Building Land on the Ilford Park Estate. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Pettiver & Pearkes, and Messrs. Thorne & Welsford, both of 
Lonton,--41, 600 5 per Cent. Perpetual Debenture Stock in ace Harrogate Gas Co, 
—Modern jWeekly Houses at West Croydon, prod: £439 8. per annum ; lease 
98 years; also Weekly Houses ; total rental amounts £772 4s. per annum ; lense 93 years 
Solicitors, Messrs. Kingsbury & Turner, London. (See advertisements, . 5). 
May 11.—Messra. FaREBROTHER, ame Ecerton, Breacn, GaLtswortnry, ae 
Mart, at 2: re rnp im 0! te, now producing £528 ies. per 
annum, principally in groun mn with early wre nearly 5 acres 
of land with rack-rental value of £2,600 year. Solicitors, Messrs, Currie, Williams, 
& Williams, London, (8ee advertisements, April 29, p. 448 ) 
May 11.— a Stmuson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Ground-rents of £795 5s. 
secured upon 17 i and shops, fully-licensed public-house, and 164 
ouses, 7 at Ball's Pond and Hac! ucing rack-rents of £6,000 oper annum, 
Solicitors, . Layton, Son og 3 lm on, London.—Four Freehold 
Residences, close to St. ‘John’s Ley s sins ae per annum, 
Copyhold a Bakers Shop and Premises at Homerton, for 30 years, expiring 1900, 
t £32 per annum, reversion to roe nd t estimated at £60 per annum. Solicitors, 
Seon. Layton, Sons, & Lendon, Lenten. (See advertisements, April 29, p. 5.) 


RESULTS OF SALES. 
oo or Reversions, Lire Ponicies, anv Gornpon Horst. Snares. 


Messrs, H. E. Fosren & Cnaxrietp held their usual fortnightly Sale of Reversi 
Life Policies, &c. ., at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when they sold the majori t 
their Lots for the nag of £16,415, as follows :— 

REVERSION 
leasehold, 





“Abectune. . “West Lodge,” + ane Surrey ; 


£ 
producing £85 per annum ; life ou = wee ees Old = 260 


Absolute to One-fourth of £4,522; life Ghee oe ate ae 

Absolute to One-third of ty ty ite ws ove 

Te Onetwelfth of £11,000; 65, 50, and 61. st lags aad 
LIFE POLICIES: 

For £3,000, in the i eR Pa da 

For sau’ in the Lae tite lite 44 cs os 


—- SEER, Tres, 4 Deferred Shares of £10 cach, fully 
Chitt’s =e 


A 


in Tredegar-road, Bow 

freehold), 21,180; two roan e and Dwell s-street, E. (freehold), 

1,000 ; three Dwelling-houses in Bow (fre ), £325; and three 
Dwelling-houses i in Cadiz-street, Stepney (leasehold), £240. Result of sale, £3,245. 


Messrs. Davip Bonserr & Co, 
April 27, sold 122 ee of Freehold 








WINDING UP NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep um CHanozry,. 
Awnixe SywpicaTe, Leseese Cantina ont ome or A, ¥ June 12, to send 
id addresses, and the 








names and Creditors aze se 
Cowlishaw. Basford Stake oan Tram. elgg sol to liquidators 
Lapy Marcaret Gotp Mistne Co, Liutep (rm Ligvrpatiox)—Creditors are required 
on or betore May 31 send their and addresses, tioulars of of their 
sae by Te to William Townshend ouse, Blomfield st 
yo Drapers’ 
Mascuester Mar ‘in Liquipation) — Creditors are 
required, on or before May 29, to send their names and addresses, and the i 
their debts or claims. to D Viney, 128, Church st, Bradford 
New Russert Gotp anp Exp.oration, Liurrep —Ureditors are 
— 6, to send oes names and addresses, the 
enry Bacon, ury 
= vi Feit & Sox, Limrep (1s &, povenennee) Catia are requi 
their names and the pariiculars ot thelr debts or claime, to 
Hober bert Fletcher Allured, 45, Spring Manchester. Sale & Co, Manchester, solors 


ovat Sranparp Gotp Mixxs, Lanpee—Gniiien 100 are required, on or before May =. & to 
send their names and Se +S tneir debts or claims, to Ernest 
Tayton Bennett, " is cud 56, Bishopegete ot Riwbose & Boatman, Lombard st, solors 
‘or 
by - Manvractvurine Co, Ln Sa required, on er before June 13, 
to send their names and addresses, and the quiliedians of Gaile Gubte or clade % 
Wm. B. Peat, 3. Loth! 


bury 

Wiseeee Park Estate Co, Loutep—Petn for winding up, presented April 25, directed 
to be heard on May 10. Quayle & Ouvry, Talbot Arundel st, solors for petner. 
ae cen must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 

noon 0: y9 

Usturep in CHANcERy. 

Bristot Frour anp Breap Concern—Creditors are required, yt A or or 10, to 
send their and ad and their debts ot 


names particulars of 

Frederick Warner Waite, Somerset chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol. Gwynn & 5 ey Bristol, 
solors for liquidator 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, May 2. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep uw CHaNcERy. 
Avstratasian Gotp Trust, Lunrep (1x Liqvurpatios)—Creditors are required, 
May 31, to send their names addresses, and © pestioutans of thule 
to Mr Alexander Parkes, 9, St. Mildred’s ct. Burn & Berridge, 11, Old 
st, solors to liquidators 
Beyxpico GoLpFIELDs, ure — Ge in the United Kingdom are requi 
before June 15, and those Colonies on Oct 1, to send thew names 
addresses, the particulars of tieir debts or claims to duilus Witton Heteermpton 
Byrne, 81, Gracechnreh st. Parker, Finsbury House, = “ solor naa ea 
Notice of a appearing must 


Harrrivce’s Smokeress Fret, Liurren —Peta os gobctare. 
noon of May 9 


to be heard May 10. Spyer & Sons, 53, \ Broad at peta 
New Cuv™u Sane MIvNgs, Samege—Ceseiets in the United 1 7 are required, on or 





ust reach the above-named not lock i 
before ane 15, To py Wilson names and 
We peeiextans of Shei debts or us am Hetheriagton 
Sores at Gen Parker, Finsbury House, solor for liquidator 
Sovrners New = al Mixes, Linrrro—Creditors in ne 


uired, on or before June 
their names and 


to liquidator 
Wins T Sxirn & Co, Lunrep—Creditors on or before June 12, to send 
names and and of their debits or claime, to Bir A. H. Lor 
194, Chorley Old rd, Bolten. J. & W. Balshaw, Bolton, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
aoe Farenpiy Couiectine Socrery, 1, Park crescent West, Park rd, Wigan, Lancs. 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaeette,—Frivay, April 28, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLEy, p Fear 3 nnd Ape Corn Merchant Croydon April 26 Ord April 25 
a Secoen, On eo em — Victualler High 
March 6 

Barrox, Epwarp Hanrigvp, wiy Epwarp Harrie.p 
Barrow, jun, Gracechurch st, Timber Merchants High 

. urt Pet april26 Ord April 26 ton on t 
anxion Stzruzy, Leek, , taste, Saddler Macclesfield Pet | Forestme, Groacr, Chester, 
Buiss, Baten Ler Norwich Accountant Norwich Pet Het, Tou,” 
April 26 Ord April 25 Pet 


Bornam, Josrant Liott, Bramptov, Derby, Farmer 
sterfield Pet April'2s Ord Aprll a0 aaa 


Fixa, Atrrep, 8t 
ton Pot Mane 





Baicz, Manrua Isapeuta, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
April 25 Ord April 26 
Coomps, yy ©, OBN, Cates 


A Ord ‘April 96 Boot Carmarthen Pet 
Dvurazap, Ropert ALFRED, y Bt, 


Farrar, Evwan nr Saffron Waldon, Game- 
ki Cleabete April 24 a 
Ann’s me Odie Hill, Edmon- 
Freronern, WitiiaM “Toms Harvey, Uttoxeter, Physician 
Bu Tren 125 Ord April 25 
juilder 
Ord April 98 Southampton, Builder 


ILLIAM Eedesee. Nottingham, Scale Manu- 
Nottingham Pet March 93 Ord April 4 


— Gogace Bovrenm, Gotibeten, Yorks, Joine 
- Aten, Gastener New- | Jonzs, Tuomas Jexxty, Quarterback, Carmarthen, 
P oe ps tg 


Agent Leicester Pet | Lawrence, Sa Te 
Leake saree Aeseae, Gunmen, Gases Swansea Pet 
Ord April 26 
Lewis, Tax Seen aa" » Innkeeper Winchester Pet 
Liox a yy Wholesale Clothier 
Court Pet April 24 Sy Aad 38 
matt Pe eg Watch Motioner Coventry 
Cuvph, it Cheapelde Sigh Court Pet March 29 Ord 


CooxsRy, Speen, Beskeel Tanned Victualler High 
‘Court Pet nd April 


Ord 


Chester Pet April 
Poole 
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Lowirz, Em pa etal 2, st, Watchmaker’ High Court 
Mav, Hee ig, Ord H Ape Oak k, Surrey, 
‘conor Oak- 
7 "High Court, Pet March 17 Ord April 19 
LIJAH, Staffs, Colliers’ Loader 


Mi 
Stoke a Trent ose s Ord April 25 

Morris, aa Stonemason Bangor 
Pet 


Me 
EORGE, Wasa Yorks Kingston upon Hull 
25 Ord April 25 


Poem Frank, —- 


1 Ord 28 
Pascoz, Axprew, Newcastle on Tyne, Coal - cred 
Ne on Tyne Pet April 12 Ord April 24 
Pawsox, ALFRED pegee pg = Leeds, 
April 24 Ord A; 
ah ‘Court Pet 


Poti, Heeey, pac lam, Oil Merchant Cardiff Pet 
April 25 
RuvpstTeEIy, Josten, I Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet April 24 


Bree ons, Med ae Oat Apel pane Stockton on 


adem t con and pa _ Newton 
Heath, General Carriers Manchester 
Pet April 26 


Surrn, Errearm C, atk nr Oxford, Farmer, Banbury 
Pet March 23 26 
GrorcE Sapte — Balen, Butcher Leo- 
April — tan April 2 
a? Wituam Herey, N Walsham, Norfolk, Baker 


orwich Pet April 25 Oona April 2 5 
Stow, Tuomas Hosiery . Tyre Manufacturer 
Pet March 29° Ord April 24 ; 

Tippetts, BLES, Leicester, Boot Factor Leicester 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Tckyscit, Tuomas Lee, sen, Stent, Glassmaker 
Sunderland Pet April22 Ord 

‘Wesrmacotrt, Grorcz Frepenicr, _ on Tyne, 
Solicitor Newcastle on Tyne et ‘April ¢ 6 Ord 


26 
Witsos, Wiiu1am, Stockton on Tees, Fy 8 Inspector 


on Tees Pet ‘April 24 Ord A 
Wooprses, Dastet, Lilanfihangelbryn pa » Brecon, 
Farmer Newtown Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of April 21 


Screzo, Artave Cuaries, Holloway rd, Piano Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet April19 Ord April 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Axcuez, Gzorcr, Lower Licensed Victualler May 
8 at = ait 30 Carey st 
—_ Agruve James, Carpenter May 5at 
’ Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Cheltenham, Jeweller May 6 at 4.45 


Reaawes Davin, 
a Essex May 5at12 Bankruptcy 
Bow Aurzzp, Swansea, Wheelwright May 9 at 12 

Of Bex 5 rd, Swansea 
Cioss, H a Cheapside MayS8atil Bankruptcy bidgs, 
x, CHARLIZE FREDERICK, eas May § te 


Court 
a = ses, Btockwel, Piomeet Victualler” May y 
Dawsox, Oswaup, Seacroft, nr Leeds May 5at11.30 Off 

Ree, Park row, 

Thurstonland, nr Huddersfield, Farmer 
May 8 at 12 ae ee a 
GTOS, FRED WILLIAM, jussex, House 
May 9 at 145 Young Sis Bak ten 


Evays, Tuomas Jounx, Tirdeunaw, nr Landore, 
a "May 9 at 12.30 on Ree, 31, —_ 


ona James Warrr, Tiverton May 10 at 10.20 Off 
m Ree, 13, Bedford cires, Exeter 7 Bag M 
wtros, CuaR.zs, Borough High ravelling ‘anu- 
facturer May 5at li Carey 
~<Y eet DP ap Maz 8 ot 11 
onan Sivwsam, Picea, te a a 
May 17 at 12 Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, 
—— by Avstz, Cheltenham, Confectioner 
May 6at4 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 
JzRROM, ane Hoses, Northwood, nr Newport, I 
RAL 11.30 Off Rec, 19, RR, 
Leten, ieee Derby, — May 5at11 Off Rec, 


oes ae 
cena Ores se 


at —, 
Laos enact ee ot, G Wholesale Clothier 


a oper gn, Carey 
a Mag Smet um, Oke Baker May 8 at 


Off, 
Jacksox, 


wads Seb 
weet eee,” 
Mayursicx, ‘Cuan a Poorr, 

May Satli.20 Of 4 Athentoum ter Flymo 


May 4 at 11.20 oa San So 


a, ea pr aren arp sre, Sufll, Parmer 
B: 
aes esi Pal May 5 at 12.00 Off 


Szat, Water Dean, West 1, Ironmonger May 
B at 2.30 Hotel, 


‘orswoop, York, Hosier May 8 at 2 
megate, York 


or! 
Svwetion, Frep, uth, Baker May 5 at 12.30 
Off Rec, City Chmbrs, Endless st, Sa’ 

‘Watton, Joun James, Altrincham, Baker May 5 at 2.30 


Manchester 
Wanrpen, — 


—— Florist May 8 at 3.15 
Off 172, H st, pton 
Res. ase, Enminser May 10 at 10.30 Of Rec, 13, 


Syow, Grorce 


Wirt, me pton, Builder May 8 at 345 
Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avstex, H E, Caer Builder High Court Pet 
March 11 Ord April 24 
Bexnioy, STEPHEN, Leek, pratt Saddler Macclesfield 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Bornam, Jos1an_ E.iort, Brampton, Derby, 
esterfield Pet April 24 Ord April 24 
Baicz, Martua Isapeiua, Bristol, ker Bristol Pet 
April 25 
Coomsz, Francis Jous, Chepstow, Mon, Gard 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 : 
Daxry, , Soren Belgrave, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 
March 18 


April 22 
Dress. Witt1am Scromon, Charlotte st, -—n~ sq, Licensed 
Victual’-r High Court Pet March1 Ord April 24 


DvrraD, Rosert Atrrep, Leicester, Agent Leicester Pet 
April 25 


25 

Farrar, Eris, Wimbish, Saffron dog —y Essex, Game- 
keeper Cambri Pet ; oa i1 24 

vate A: y STUS, m Wood, Hertford, 

Pet April 18 Ord Agen 22 

Heat, Tox, Pokesdown, cae Builder Poole 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

IsneRwoop, Gzorce Epwakp, ~~ coe” Joiner Brad- 
ford Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Joxzs, Toomas JENKIN, Cyn. 

Carmarthen Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Lzaxer, Tuomas ARrTuvR, tama Grocer Swansea 
Pet April 26 Ord A 

Lewis, James, Winchester, a Winchester Pet 
April 24 Ord April 24 


Farmer 


Newport 





Lower, Joux_ Tuomas, Coventry, Watch Motioner 
Coventry Pet A: oat & 25 
Mittwarp, Etian, -., Collier’s Loader 


Stoke upon Trent Dot hort 95 Ord April 25 
Mosey, Genane, Wansford, 1O es Kingston upon Hull 
Pet April 25 Ord A: 


NEAVERSON, ge leeden, 5 gealalceaaaaal High 
Court Pet April 25 April 25 

Pawson, ALFRED Poorvenitw sits oe Leeds, 
Butcher Leeds Pet A) Ord April 24 

Pottarp, Grorce J ~ yg 3, Cycle Maker High 

Pet March 30 Ord py 
Prius, ge Barry, Merchant Cardiff Pet 
pril 25 Ord April 25 


A 
—— Joseru, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet April 24 
ty b Smaene Stockton on Tees 


25 Ord 
Sincteton, SAMUEL, _ Al SINGLETON, ea 
General Carriers Manchester Pet April 26 Ord 


Rycrort, 
Pet A 


April 26 
SwuitH, GEORGE Mgt yr Ludlow, Salop, Butcher 
sedan 
SurTxH, Witiiam Hens} a = Norfolk, Baker 
Norwich Pet April 25 
illy Wandsworth 


Tartor, GrorGcE “hea AR. st, 
Pet March 17 Ord Aug 8 
TippPetts, Ray —" Boot Factor Leicester Pet 


—s pees, Clifton, Bristol, Schoolmaster Bristol 
Pet — 22 3 e8S 

Tamer, Ex1za, Clifton, Bristol, Lodging house Keeper 
Bristol Pet April12 Ord 

Tvrnsevit, Toomas Leg, ten, ay Glassmaker 
Sunderland Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Warnes, Bess oe, + Tyme Florist Southampton 


Pet A 
Witsos, WILLIAM, oy a oo Railway Inspector 


Stockton on Tees Pet i ogy Ord April 24 
Wirt, Srernes, Builder ar 
Pet April 21 


Southampton 
Ord April 26 


Wooprses, Dasret, Lilanfilhangelbryn pa buan, Brecon, 
Farmer Newtown Pet April 28° C Ond April 36 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
SEAMARK, Se] Lesiiz Warwick, Luton, BeZford, Baker 
Luton Adjud March 13, 1899 Annul 20, 1899 


UspERWwoop, a 


jud Noy 28, 1895 Annul A: , 1899 
Granau, Roseat Jonsson, North Gate, l, Hotel 
Manager Sunderland Adjud April 30, 1 "Annul 
April 20, 1999 
Londen Gazette—Torspay, May 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baswarp, Freperick Paywe, Middle Barton, Plumber 


Oxford Pet April29 Ord April 29 
Baxter, Atszrt Jons, Burton on Trent, Brewer's 
aqueous Burton on Trent Pet April 27 Ord April 


Broappent, Atrrep, Hyde, Cheshire, Commercial Travel- 
ler Ashton under Lyne Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
vom fore, B aS Yorks, Draper Scarborough 
Couey, aaa, ne Stafford Wolverhampton Pet 
a Comupeven, Groce Bangor 
Tobacconist 


, Grocer 


Davizs, Tuomas, j Cale 
Pet April 20’ ‘Ord & 


Daves, OMAS 
me a —— 
pasos, THomas Bauv =i we A 


Farpenice, Liv I, 
Ord April 27 





oy ern, Baap ot Wibod igh Court Pet 


Ewato, Heynry, 
April7 Ord 











ee = Aprx, 1 Hie YT Joiner Ashton under Lyne 


Ord A 


omy nouas, B op Greengrocer Blackburn 
Hanoitp Wuarrtoy ._ Laverpool Architects High 


Court 7 
Hasum, Nasr Assam, Aldersgate st, Merchant igh 
Court Pet April19 Ord April2s ais 
agers, Howeaare, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Insurance Broker 


radford Pet April15 Ord April 27 
Hosst, Heyey Ropert, Shipley, Sussex, Farmer Brighton 
Pet A Ord 29 


29 
mm fy Bristol, Haulier Bristol Pet April 
27 
Lowriz, Watter Jouy, 1 OP nr pm Baker 
Worcester Pet April 24 Ord April 2 
Lucas, Antaur Ernest, Ealing | Timber Merchant 
Brentford Pet A 26 ot se ril 26 


McArpxez, Vincent, Li 1, Cartage , a Liverpool 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 _ 


pe, 
27 


Maycer, Lewis Frepegrick, Hornsey, Licensed Victualler 
Barnet Pet March 16 Ord April 26 
Moss, Tuomas Samvet, Bishopsgate st Without, Tailor 
Court Pet 21 Ord April 23 
Murrpen, ALEXANDER, aeeel st, Seok High Court 
Pet April 14 Ord April 29 
MUutvANNAH, ———, i Tram Conductor Halifax 
et April 27 April 27 
Paris, WILLIAM, otis rissant, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
April 26 Ord April 26 


Pivomiey, Exizaseta Any, coe, Fruit Salesman 
Cardiff Pet April 10 Ord April 26 

Ricwarps, Witt1AM, Newton em Devons, Hawker 
Exeter Pet April28 Ord A 

Rosinson, Atrrep Sumyer, and os ALonzA PaILLIPs, 
Mile rd High Court Pet Marché Pet April 27 


Rosinsoy, Lig og Hinckley, see, Labourer 
Pet April 28 Ord —_ 
Scuo.rigsyp, ARTHUR moss aed York, Butcher 
Sheffield Pet April 27 
Sivester, THomas Jonny, Stats Baker Stoke 
upon Trent Pet April 15 rd April 27 
fSouTuwarp, George Cowarp, Nether Wasdale, Cumber- 
. pee hi vintatton, W Pet a 20 Ord is 
EALB, Esnest = nm, Wi ir- 
ingham Petapril7 Ord ‘April 28 nia 
TEALE, 'iicuanD 1mLkixs, Small Heath, hfe 9 w 


Birmingham Pet April7 Ord April 2 
ounmen ExizaBets E.ienor, Forton, Gosport, 5 
Portsmouth Pet foee & 26 Ord April 26 
Was, Come Chittleham; = ene Devon, Builder Barn- 
pril 28 0; 
wr Oe eg Whitchurch, nr "Tavistock, Licensed 
Victualler Plymouth Pet April28 Ord April 28 
Wiceieswortn, Many, New Farnley, Leeds Leeds Pet 
April 27 Ord April 27 


Ap 
Woop, CHArRLEs © oma v— am Sussex High 
Court Pet March 3 Ord April 27 


Woop, hai gy we ton on iio, Licensed Victualler 
‘Worcester pril14 Ord April 29 
Amended oti substituted for that pabticha’ § in the 

London Gazette of April 1 

Askew, ALEXANDER JOSEPH, Hanteworth reial 

Traveller Pet Aprilil Ord oon 4 
notice s tuted for that = in th 
London Gazette of A 18: 


Nessitt, Joun, Newcastle o. Newcastle 


on Tyne Pet March 30 " On Spel 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barros, Epwarp Hagrrecp, and Epwarp Harrieip 
BarToN, i & Gracechurch ke Timber Merchants May 
9at12 Bankru "Reidy Ac y st 

Bu +. ve Lez, Ni Accountant May 13 at 12 


Rec, 8, King st 
wel. MARTHA oc Bristol, Baker May 10 at1 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Broruers, Coty, Bouthport, Architect May 17 at 8 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria 
Buoxnay, Wits | ny ‘ow be ee + aaa May 9 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, 

1 -c: Francis Jouy, , Le on, Gardener May 11 
at 12.30 Off Rec Roe, a chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
on es —— or am 8 ll met 10.80 Off Ree, 
Crane, Epwarp yes “y -- i cle Factor May il 

atll 174, tion st, B ™m 
Dusx.ey, JosErn, , A&A meer May 12 at 11 
7 Gorporation st, Birmingham 
Dvrrap, > eens Aurrep, Leicester, Agent Mayat3 Off 
een JAMES Si1uzox, Sparkbrook, Birmingham, Engineer 
May 12at12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Dad a ett, Mon, + amd May 11 at 
Off Rec, Wi rt, Mon 


te chmbrs, N. 
isan Euan, nr Saffron — Essex, 
Gamekeeper May 10 at 10,30 Off Ree, 5, Petty Cury, 


ge 
Forster, WILLIaM, orient meg he + ~ eee Broker 
May 13 at 


1_ Off Rec, 
Frawcis, Jonny, Pourhincsites G oe Oolte May 9 at 12 
136, Merthyr Tydfil 


D Ty 
oe an ad Willesden, preter May 10 at 12 Off 
Gossaot, a ion, tx, Bale Heat, Birmingham May 10 at 


ll 4, Coi 

Gowine, ‘oe ia Avacary Her ford, Baker May 9 at 
3 Off Ree, eStabes, Tey le av 

st, Merchant May 9 at 


Hasnm, Bae ph, 
11 Bankru bldgs, Carey 

Hearn, Beerram, Trent, Tea Merchant May 9 
at 3 Off Rec, 40, 8 Mary’s gute, Derby 


IsHeRwoop, Guonaz Epwanzp, sethantes, Yorks, Joiner 
J 4 yen x, Monbpier, Brito, H el 10 
— EDERICK, isto! au y 

8° Off Rec, Baldwin livia a Bristo 
Jorn a Gairritn, i Coal Merchant 


2 at —. rota 
Jonna, "Jeoune i ot doe, Haber May 19 at 10,80 
Pontoman Hotel Portes 


,P 
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ker 
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LIPS, 
ril 27 
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Stoke 
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il 29 
Bir- 
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yril 28 
Hants 
Barn- 
vensed 
8 
; Pet 
High 
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the 
nercial 
iL 11 
the 


wcastle 


RFIELD 
s May 


3 at 12 
10 at 1 
/3 Of 
fay 9 at 
May 11 
fon 

off Rec, 
May il 
12 at il 
t3 Off 
Engineer 
y 11 at 
m 

, Eesex, 
tty Cury, 
e Broker 
r9 at 12 
; 12 Off 
[ay 10 at 
May ? at 
May 9 at 
it May 9 
cs, Joiner 
d 

, May 10 
Merchant 
» at 10,00 
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Leaxer, Tuomas Arntuur, Swansea, Grocer May 9 at 2.15 | 8c 
Off xandra rd, 8 


Ree, 31, Ale: 


wansea 
Lona, Tuomas, Gloucester, Fishmonger May9at3 Bell 


IPEO, £0, AnTuur Cu 
turer May 10 at 12 ey, 
ane 7% Park May 11 at 11 


oy AY yee Ber 
titi, Buss, ae 


Gzorce Jerrrey, Eastcheap, Scotch Whisky 
H Court Pet March 22 Ord April 27 
Spe, Aacouaieas Norwich Pet 


‘otel, Glouce: 

Lower, Jonx Tuomas, Coventry, Watch Motioner May 10 | Snupsoy, : and Jony Cuapwicx Matrsy, Liverpool, | Broappent, ALFRED, 

at12 Off Ree, 17, Hertts st, Coventry Soap Factors May 16 at12 Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Ashton under poke EE, awe 
Low1tTz, Evan, hall st, 7 ’ secmcrnae May 9 at 2.30 HARLES, rng vont Electrical Engineer 

Bankruptcy b! Care . bie _— Avery | a-ms ~~ 4h Wi Norfolk, Baker rs mwas Pet March, 16 Ord 
Lo , W. » ershore, Baker Ree, 8, forwich LEY, ARL Stafford + 

“10 at ll “45, Oo oe bre ae . Srencer, Hersert, Frome, st Pailor May 10 at | April 27 ora Souter as 
alsall, Fruiterer May 11 at 11 11.45 Off ae Boiert 


Maren, Mary Jaye, 
0: alsall 


Morris, Beysamin, Gwnant, 
Mayi2at1 Ship Hotel, Ban; 
Moyser, Antuur CHARLES, No 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
MULVANNAR, Erxest, 
at 11,80 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 
Nowan, James, Liv 


Oaxtey, Toomas Ropert, Monmouth 
Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Ne 


Owen, Ricuarp, Menai Bridge, noo bey Builder May 12 


at 12.15 Ship Hotel, Bangor 
Pawson, ALFRED PosTLETHW Alte, Kir 


‘kstall, Leola, | 
Butcher May 10at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Repman, Wituiam CrowrTHer, Rochdale, 
Accountant May 9at11.15 Townhall, Rochd 
Ricuarps, WiLL1AM, Newton Popplefo: 
May 10 at 10.30 Off Ree, 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Rocers, Wi..1aM, Redeliff, Bristol, Haulier 
12.30 Off ~~ Baldwin st, Bristol 
Rosz, CHarLEs, emple chines, 
__ Of Reo, 96, Temple chm os, emple av 


k, Commission Agent 
we, Coney 

Lianasa, Flint, Stonemaszon 

gam, Clerk May 9 at 12 

lifax, Tram Conductor May 13,  9at3 Off a5, John st, Bunderiand 

Seis ‘orest, Gate, Essex, Journalist May 11 | | Faancrs, THomas 


Halifax | Warp, WiLi1Am, 
l, Smallware © Merchant May 10 at 2.30 Bankru; 
at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, nth lay 
yllatii Off 


Devons Hawker 


May 10 at 3 | meee: Avsert Jouy, 





Tuompson, EvIzaBEeTH ee 
8 Cambridge 

Trppetts, CHARLES, Leiowter, Bat 
Off Rec, 1 st, 





at12 Off Rec, 
ee Tnomas Les, sen, 


, Care 
bldgs y st 


Wrist, Davin, 


row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


May 10 at | Ancuen, Greorce Epwanp, Lower Clapton, Licensed 
| Victualler High Court Pet March 6 Od April 28 

Burton on Trent, Brewer's 

bourer Burton on Trent Pet April2 Ord April 27 


Hants May 9 at Pet 
Portsmouth 
May 9 at 12.30 


Leicester 
Tousen, Rae x, Clifton, Bristol, @choolmaster May 10. we oe ene tee Ord Apeil 29° 
underlsnd, Glassmaker May | FE “ae Avon, Hye 


‘ord, Foreman | 
May 11 at 12 Off Rec, Westgate ‘chmbrs, Newport, | 
| Wico.eswortn, Mary, New Farnley, Leeds May 10 at 12 27 
Wi msdn De buan, Brecon, | 
‘coopinas, DANIEL, 
Chartered Ww James, Maida Vale igh se Newtown May | Lo Ww. Jom W: 
r OOLFORD, JAMES, pany oter WRIE, ALTER 15 Baker 
10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st rs Worcester Pet A Ord” a 


| Da we ona, ja Sapp, Comaaven, Gepese Bangor 
Plcaghae Be i Stgeti™ ee 


Cheshire, Joiner Ashton under 
28 Ord April 28 
Ha Tao ag Ropemaker Nantwich 
| aut OMAS, 3 
Pet April19 Ord 1 28 
JENKINS, FREDERICK, 
Ord April 





Kenprick, George Duycay, and Epwarp Everarp 
Prestox, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet March 29 Ord 
April 24 


Continued on next page. 
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~ DAVID BURNETT & CO. (ate BEAN, BURNETT, & ELDRIDGE. 


ESTABLISHED 1868. 


Auctioneers, Surveyors, Estate Agents, 15, Nicholas Lane, London, E.C. Telephone 5,663, Bank. 





tion Sales for 1€99.—Messrs. 
AVID“ “BURNETT & CO. beg to 
announce on Se a SALES AUCTION of 
a and HOLD ESTATES, i Ho 
Ground-rents, Building yr Reversions, Life Poli an 
Shares, will i heldat the MART, To kenhouse-yard, E.C., 
on the FIRST and THIRD TUESDAYS in each ‘month 
throughout the year. Properties included on moderate 
terms, which tend, be ascertained on application at their 
Auction, Land, and Estate Offices, 15, Nicholas-lane, 
London, E.C, 





SOLD.—Messrs, 

AVID BURNETT & CO. beg to 

announce that they SOLD at their recent avert ON 

= bg ee PROPERTIES: Stamford-hill— ae 

No, 80, ene oem containing five bedrooms, bath-room, 

and three good reception-rooms. Btamtord“hill—No. 5, 

Feo goa gee containing six bedrooms, dressing-room, 

—— and three reception-rooms. Tottenham—Six 
illa Residences in Mount Pleasant-road. 


SOLD. 
woe aaaee. —Sale of the First Portion of the Chitt’s- 
hill Park Estate. Absolutely the finest uncovered free- 
hold land in the North of ee Ripe for immediate 
development for the erection of middle-class villa resi- 
dences, comprising 126 plots in Maryland-rosd, and 41 
n~ in Arcadian-road. Good emmenaes leading out 
e main 

AVID BUBNETT & CO. beg to announce 
that they SOLD 122 of sw above PLOTS at their 

recent SALE for a total of £9,0: 

— 

CHITT’S HILL PARK ESTA Wood-green.--Messrs. 
AVID BURNETT & CO. be ty announce 
that the REMAINING few PLO '8 of this estate 
MAY BE PURCHASED at moderate prices, and they 
res) ully that intending purchasers should make 
early ee as the land is not likely to remain long 


Auction Offices, * ener E.C. 
OLD.—Messrs 


Dm BURNETT = co. beg to call 
attention: to Lage PRO- 








, Which may now Be pure upon y. 
me. welch _ may aoe P pon very 
Owabroen HILL.—The Lim f old- 
fashioned residence in good repair, — peabiing end 
eg te ES eg 1 
on-rooms, 
Rents othe. With possession. 
STAMFORD HILL.—No. 92, urst-park. Semi- 
detac! eight bed and dressing- 


e@ reception-rooms, 
“and sre —‘Ten Del My! Lm ay 
) 'H,.—Ten Dwelling a Spell oe i” 
Eroun-ren nts £4 10s, and £6 rpg J house. Lines 70 years 


A (near Sloane-square Station). —Exivete Res Rot 
dence, Ne 20, ee oe containing 1 
tal value £65. Occupied by Owner, who will ai give 
Possession June 24th. 80 Stabling in rear, let at 1 
; and an Improved Leashold Ground-rent of £5 per 
annum on Nos. 21 and 22. 


Sale May 16. 
To Insurance and sane — ‘Companies, Trustees, and 


a 7! OF LONDO St, npestent FREEHOLD PRO- 
ERTY, ofa Se Seale ee Sees the sub- 
Tal modern building known as No. 54, 
and No. 2, Bow Churchyard, as now in the occupation 
of the London Stereoscopic and Phol puawe Co., 
Limited. Leased at the very low it of £400 
per annum for a term June 24, tian ail if, when i is 
confidently anticipated that the Legh <= 4 
command a rental of at least 2.500 per annum. 
will be SOLD by AUCTION by Mesars. 


DAP BURNETT & CO. (in conjunction 
Messrs. FELTHAM, WOODROW, & CO.), at the 
it Tokenhouse-yard, London, E.C., on TUESDAY, 

Particulars of H. 8. Holt, po i Solicitor, ee 
square, W.C.; of M Wi & Co., 
Estate Agents, — ,~ ty --¥ B.C. ; or of the 
Auctioneers, 15, Nicholas-lane, London, EC. 





+ 


WOOD-GREEN.—THREE PAIRS of pretty 
fronted VILL AS in red brick, Le geen ena mg Tg 
Nos. 9 to 14, Sylvan-villas-road, containing fow > bale 
rooms, bath- ~ and dining-soema, 
domestic offices. _ Some let at £42 per 


th 
Gr rly ations ‘tation Ramen ch will beoSOLD fy AUCTION 
AVID BURNETT & CO., at the MART, 
on TUESDAY, MAY 16. 
ig ee Se 


Messrs. Edwards, Heron, & 
24, wrence-lane, E.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 
Nicholus-lame E.C. 











eer. pyotd VILLA ry known as 
to 58, H road, close to Hornsey Station. 
Tet * Aa rentals “= = annum; but similar 


oon ed 
en perty, aff an excellent investment.—For SAL 
seen BU TT & CO., at the MART, 


OP. ng ge E.C., on TUESDAY, MAY 16, 

of Messrs. Burne Wykes, Solicitors, 1, 
Lineoln'etan-Hels, W.C.; or of the Auctioneers, 15, 
Nicholas-lane, £.C, 





WILLESDEN.—Safe 
interest—FIVE LEASEHOLD aHOLD HOUSES, Nos. Nos, Sar no 
and 67, geen = a and No. 1, Northcote-road, 

let to excellent tenants 3 — 


as a and 
EN FR 
yeas unex seat 7 per ana. 1 Which will be SOLD by 4 byAUCTION 
AVID BURNETT & CO., at the MART, 
a ot 
Nice ane Ling 1 uenean E.C. ; or of the po 15, 


WANDSWORTH.—A ee! CORNER HOUSE, No. 
368, Merton-road. at rental £45 10s, 


amoun' 
26. ‘Which will b iti Sea —_— 


AVID BURNETT & CO., at the MART, 
Partioulare of 1, B. Gaunt, tiea., Solicitor, 8, 
lane, W.C.: or of the Auctioneers, 15, Nickolae-lane, BG. 





DALSTON.—A well-built TERRACE HOUSE, No. 90, 
Green wood-road, close to Hackney Station. Let om a 
three years’ agreement. at a rental of £38 per annum. 


Lease 52 years " £6 apnum. 
gg investment. Which be SOLD 
by AU IN by Messrs. 


& CO., at Go Bane, 
nouerest, behest Ja on spo, He, bic, ¥ 
Noe ee any, or 





mOCrEEnOS. —THREE DWELLING HOUSES, Nos 7, 
Soe as D ,_ menes —_— a, | let to | 
Tween 79 Bis 10a, per 


pO none 
AUCTION by pa 
0., at the MART, 








yo ona 
\AVID BURNETT 4 
on TUBSDAY, MAY 16. 
asin preceding ad 





HERNE HILL.—TARBE semi-detached RESIDENCES 
ee gy Milk- 


Ground-rent 
AUCTION, in 
AVID wpa ETT & & GO. at at the anak 
Partiouloos of W ee Bolicitor, 14, Feachureh- 
street, E.C. ; pate ya Le Nicholas-lane, E. 





Sale June 20. 
— Hed tena oninitine ten 0 Bye ae No, 


rainy, se belzvome. Laue 63 as 


—— 
£10. FOR Sit OR ULLE, with pouomion by Mim 
AVID B & 40 at the MART, 


on Mae pM =e 20. 
uet, 





MUSWELL HILL.—Semi-detached FREEHOLD RESI- 
DENCE, known as Palm Sidney-road, with 
stabling, and outbuildings, with possession,— 


AVID BURNETT & CO. will SELL the 
Above by AUCTION, at the MART, on TUESDAY, 














GRAVESEND, SPrechold detached Residence, known as 
Kelso Lodge, Glen View, well situated, commanding lovely 
ey yg et 

yu 0! -an-acre, kitchen en { 
stocked fruit trees, Let at £60 per annum on a three 


years’ agreement. 
Auction Oftiegs, 15, Nicholas-lane, E.C. 


NOTTING HILL.—Small ne _ OUme, 
121, Portland-road, let at £30 red aS Lease 4 ait 
pe congas. Which will be SOLD ‘by J AUCTION by 


SAVID PURRSTT & CO., at the MART, | 
on MAY 1 





Pf S peeeeding advertisement, | 





JUNE 20, 
Particulars of M-ssrs, =. & Co., Solicitors, 4, 
As ae aoe the Auctioneers, 15, 
Nicholas-lane, E. 
MUST RLL, MIL ee ot PageeOL> BUILDING 
‘etherell-roads, quite 


paw B alias & CO. © CO. will SELL the 
shove oh Be SARS, SSE, SUAS, 
Particulars as in preceding advertisement. 





















Zz 
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OagiEy, Tuomas Rosert, Monmouth Newport, Mon 


Pet March 6 Ord A: 


Owey, er. Menai me Anglesey, Builder Bangor 
Pet Ord 


PELLEW, ee H Me 2 n Aiverstake, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet June 27 Ord April 
Pascoz, AnpREW, Sonenaie 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet April 12 Ord April 27 
Paruars, Winiiam, Liastrienas t, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
26 


Prvwwce, Wiit1am. Paternoster row, Publisher High 
mrt Pet March 25 Ord A 


Co 
Repwas, Witttam Crowrner, Rochdale, rrr 
Accountant Rochdale Pet Aprilé Ord April 28 
Richarps, Wri11au, Newton Poppleford, Devon, Hawker 
Exeter Pet April 28 P=} 
ScHo.Firetp, AgTHUR WILLIAM. ee York, Butcher 
Sheffield Pet April27 Ord April 2 
Tnompsoy, ExizanetH ELLENoR Forton, Gosport Ports- 
mouth Pet April26 Ord April 
Wart, Freperick Ricwarp, Kilburn, Tailor. High Court 
Pet AprilS5 Ord April 28 
Watts, Carper, Chittlehampton, am Builder Barn- 
staple Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Wem, Wiuiuam, Whitchurch. nr Tavistock. Licensed 
Victualler Plymouth Pet April 28 Ord April 28 
Waa Gerorcr Freperick, Ki yey st Soli- 
citor High Court Pet Merch 22 April 
Wice.esworts, Mary, New Farnley, ppg ate Pet 
April 27 Ord April 27 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 25: 
Nessitr. Jony, Newcastle on Tyne, Dairyman Newcastle 
on Tyne ‘Pet March 30 Ord April 29 
USTEES’ a pe men pg to be Sold, 
to yield 3} to per cent, in Gas and Water 
Debenture Stocks, the A on which is secured eight 
or ten times over; the security thus being absolute.— 
of Atrrep Ru HARDS, 18, Finsbury-circus, 


7 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASD MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Pay! the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
dicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’ 8 COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’, GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Olerks, and OClerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Bikes University and Clergy Gowns. | 
ESTABLISHED 1699. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AUCTION SALES. 





. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS | fm throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 
| The aang os 4 a appointments 


aiiindiess MONTHLY, at the MART, and include | 
every description of House Property. Printed terms can 


be had on application at their Offices. Messrs. Field & | 
Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special | 


attention to Rating and 
54, Borough Wigh-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- | 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 


intending Purchasers to the many attractive V/est-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. . Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


M=888s. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
17,WESTERN ROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1773.) 


PULLEz, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
or 
MILLS AND MANUPACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 

WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 

Telegraphic Adéress—“ Putter, Horsey, Loxpox.” 
_ Telephone No. 46 AVESUE. 


MORTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLATS. 
Laces eawaiting Investment, also on Sut and 
Estates or Farms. Good 
Freehold Ground-rente Wanted. Principals placed in 
GIB4ON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICE, 
22, Rmoguaes, ¥ Jaure’, Loxpon, 8.W. (Telephone 


ERTVORDS 0 y 
A nee; & ara pa — Sr. ALBans 











that 

AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copyhold, and Leasehold 
on Tyne, Coal Merchant | ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life Interests, &c., at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse- yard, E.C. 


April 26 arranged, 


tion Claims. Offices, | 


Sale Days for the Year 1899,—Messrs. 


AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & Co. to announce 
the undermentioned dates have been fixed for their 


Other appointments for intermediate Sales will also be 





, May 11. August 3, 
, May 18, | , August 10. 

, June 8 ’ ber 21 

, June 22. ber 12. 

ei une 29. October 26. 

a uly 6. November 16 

, July 13. , November 23. 

, July 20. , December 7. 

» July 27, » December 14. 
Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. publish in the advertise 

ment columns of ‘The Times,” ‘‘ Standard,” and 


* Morning Post” ever gery a list of their forthcoming 
Sales by Auction. also issue on the Ist of eve: 
Month a Schedule of Y copuies to be let or sold, 
comprising landed and residental estates, farms, freehold 
and leasehold houses, City offices and warehouses, ground- 
rents, and investments generally, which will be forwarded 
free ot charge on application. 

29, Fleet-street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad 
cucesh, E.0 





MONTHLY PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 


UY Raasea H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
announce that their MONTHLY PRO- 
CTIONS are held at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E. cn on the THIRD WEDNESDAY in every month 
Lironghout the year 
The appointments fixed for 1999 are as follows :— 


Wednesday, May 17. | » Bont 20. 


Wednesday, July 19. Wi + Nov. 15. 
‘Wednesday, Aug. 16. We Dec. 20. 
Vendors, Solicitors, and Trustees having Properties for 
Sale are ully invited to coummumionte with the 
Auctioneers, at their Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 
Telephone No. 999 Bank. 









PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 


i SSSES. 5 H. z. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
(su Marsh, Milner, & Co.) conduct 
PERIODICAL 8 


SALES of 
REVERSIONS (Absolute a Gontiogeet), 
LIFE INTERESTS and 5, 
LIFE POLICIES, 

Shares and Debentur 

Mo Debts and ‘Bonds, and 


Interests, 
he FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 


for 1899 :— 








Thursday, Ma’ Sept. 21. 
Thursday, A 4 Oct. 5. 
Thursday, June 15. Oct. 19. 
Thursday, July 6. , Nov. 2. 
Thursday, July 20. , Nov. 16, 

| Thursday, Aug. 3. » Dec. 7. 
Thursday, Aug. * » Dec. 21, 
Thursday, Sept. 7. 


Offices, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. Telephone No. 999 Bank 





A. & W. THARP, Auctioneers, Sur- 

e veyors, and Estate Agents, 9, F canny Folgate, 
Bishopsgate-street, E., and Leytonstone, Essex. Telep! 
No. 170 (Avenue) 

PERIODICAL SALES of FREEHOLD and LEASE- 
HOLD PROPERTIES, STOCKS, SHARES, 3 
TUBES, held at the ee ap RENTS 
Estates managed in all parts of London and Suburbs, 

Inclusive terms on rian instructions. 


MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 
| Auctioneers, mgm y uers, 
Land, Estate 
| 8, MOORGATE . x E.C., 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.2. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 
A UGTION SALES are held at the Mart 
Tokenhouse-yard, City, ape J every Thursday, 
and on other days as occasion ma’ uire. 
_ STIMSON & BONS a Valuations, Burveye, Negotiation 
| ore itratone verships in in Chancery, ferences 
| Arbitra’ of Compensation other 
| Claims, Sales ng “sailvect Fe Tarsiturennd Stock, Oclloctins 





| of Renta, 

Separate te liate of , Ground Rents for Sale, and 
Houses, Premises, &c. be Let, are issued on the ist of 
each month; and aa be had lication, or 


free 
by post for bg mS ier or insertion. 


ANTED, No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the 
Weekl Haporter, we wits a ine dated 
24th, 1908; 64. per 


ode hp of Bucks. 


of 





bord and Middlesex. 
Announcement of the Sale of the unique Booey Sporting 
‘al 





bout yt yy A 
Rickmansworth 


The property, which lies in a ring fence, extends over an 


area of nearly 1,000 acres, and comprises a palatial 
mansion-h in embattlemented Tudor style of 
; important in its external ou and 


architecture 
ect in all its Taterior details, It sande. about 200 
‘eet above sea level, in the centre of an undulating and 





ificentl, Aiaibered k, about 250 acres in extent, 
overloo ue sheet of ornamental 
jn It is ae eed by three lodge entrances, and 


~ gyre stabling for 14 horses, a large 


oe of glasshouses, extensive pleasure-grounds, and 
beautiful gusiens. The fitments and ap its of the 
house are of the most elaborate and —— 9 descrip- 


pen and the best firms in the country have been em- 
tnd hot in the execution of the drainage, electric lighting, 
hot water ay ne whilst the stable fitting and 
have been carried out regardless of cost, The 
pre perty also includes a charmingly-placed dower-house, 
own as ‘* Chalfont Lodge,’ three farms, and a suffi- 
ciency of cottages, allotment gardens, &c. ra numerous 
pany A and well- — wi and —, 
about 230 acres in ex! ae Sunealy disposed, an: 
their natural surro; render them Tamivably suit- 
able for the rearing and preservation of game, an advan- 
tage enjoyed _ this port wy in such a marked degree that 
it is enabled to carry a head of game than is found 
on prior of tw - its area. Hunting may be 
ad with various packs of buckhounds, foxhounds, and 


WT ESSRS. WALTON & LEE are favoured 

with instructions to offer the above important 
ESTATE for SALE by AUCTION, at the MART, Teken- 
house-yard, London, E C , on TUESDAY, the 6th day of 
JUNE. next, at TWO o'elock Fperne unless an accept- 
able offer be made meanwhil: e by Ps private treaty. 

Particulars of sale may be of Messrs. Is & Pember- 
tons, Solicitors, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. ; 
Messrs. Alfred Bavill & Son, Land Agents, 89, New Broad- 
street, London, E.C. ; or of a Auctioneers, at their Offices, 
10, Mount-street, London, W. 


By order of the Executors of the late Mr. Trotter.— 
AT! Sale of Bank Shares. 
— ATERER & SON! S will SELL 
wa sy at the MART, Tokenhouse- 

E.C., B.. TU ESDA Y, MAY 9, 1899, at TWO o’cl in 
Lots, 38 ORDINARY SHARES of £40 each in the London 
Bank of Australia (Limited), each with £25 paid up; also 
16 Ordinary shares of £100 each in the Leadon Joint Btock 
Bank (Limited), £15 per share paid up. 

Further particulars, with conditions of sale, may be 
obtained of Messrs. William Webb & Co., Solicitors, 37 and 
39, Essex-street, Strand, W.C.; and of the Auctioneers, at 
either of their "Offices, Chertsey, Weybridge Station, and 
Walton-on-Thames. 


PETERBOROUGH. Established i820. 
ESSRS. BRISTOW, WARWICK, & 
POTTER, 
SURVEYORS, LAND AGENTS, AUCTIONEERS, 
ann VALUERS, 

MARKET SQUARE, PETERBOROUGH. 
Surveys made, oy rts and Valuations for Mortgage, Par- 
tition, Excha infranchisement, Estate Duty, Tenant- 
right, and Tim ~“ Estates Managed and Rents Collected. 

QUARTERLY ACCOUNTS RENDERED. 
Stamford, Boston, & Spalding Bank, Peterborough, 








Bankers: 


KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY, 


FOR SALES AND VALUATIONS. 


THE CONDUIT ST. AUCTION GALLERIES, 


BETWEEN REGEST-STRERT AND Bonp-STRERT. 





? 2 


Ji 


“‘MyAe + 


Open daily for reception of 


FURNITURE, JEWELS, PLATE, PICTURES, 


ané all Classes of Valuable Property intended for 
Bale by Auction. 4 


“* »f Ade 


VALUATIONS for ESTATE DUTY & DILAPIDATIONS 











27, Chancery-lane, 


per eogy will pail for tease at the Ollos, 


9 & 10, CONDUIT BT. & 204, MADPOX AT., W. 











Fur 
YE, 


